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Foreword 


We are extremely fortunate and happy to place this 
monograph, "Ramanuja on the ChatuSsutri", written by 
our beloved grandfather on the occasion of his 80th 
Birthday. This monograph expounds the teaching of 
Ramanuja on the Chatussutri. Our Grandfather has 
dedicated himself to the study of Ramanuja's 
Philosophy and has written a number of works on this 
philosophy. We pray to the all compassionate lord to 
bless us to have the guidance and blessings of our 
grandfather for many more years. We hope this will be 
received warmly by one and all. 


Grand Children 



Preface 


Bhagvad Ramanujacharya's Sri Bhashya, the celebrated 
commentary on the Vedanta Sutras of Badarayana is an epoch making 
contribution to the understanding of the Vedantic Philosophy. Sri 
Ramanuja has critically examined the view points of other schools 
of vedanta and has conclusively established, on the basis of the 
scriptural authorities, that the Supreme Brahman is "Savisesha" and 
never "Nirvisesha". It was Ramanuja who revived and established 
the path of Bhakti as the sole means of spiritual perfection. Ramanuja 
has amply expounded the fundamentals of vedanta in the course of 
his explanation on the rirst four sutras of the Vedanta sutras, in his 
Sri Bhashya. The commentary on the chatussutri is very significant 
as it sets the trend for the understanding of the vedanta sutras. 

A brief synopsis of the commentary on the chatussutri by 
Ramanuja is presented here for the benefit of those who desire to 
know the doctrine of Vedanta, according to Ramanuja. It is hoped 
that one may gain an insight into the thought of Ramanuja from this. 

I am glad that I have been able to offer this little offering at the 
lotus feet of Bhagavan Ramanuja with all devotion on the occasion 
of my eightieth birthday. May the blessings of the ever 
compassionate Acharya be always on us. 

I am ever grateful to his holiness Sri Sri Rangapriya Maha 
Desikar for graciously writing an introduction to this monograph. 

My thanks are due to Sri Rama Printers and to all those who 
have helped me in bringing out this publication. 


Bangalore 

6-3-2000 


N.S. Anantha Rangachar 



INTRODUCTION 


Srimathe Ramanujaya Namaha. 

Srimathe Nigamanta Mahadesikaya Namaha. 

Srimathe Srinivasa Mahadesikaya Namaha. 

Sri Sri Ranga Mahadesikaya Namaha. 

Narayanasmaranams by His Holiness 
Sri Sri Rangapriya Mahadesika Swamiji. 

Vedanta is the finest flower of intellectual thought and spiritual 
experience and among the different interpretations of Vedanta Philosophy, 
the interpretation called “Vishishtadvaita” as expounded by Bhagavan 
Ramanujacharya in his Sri Bhasya is unique in establishing a view which 
satisfies both reason and experience. It shows an agreement among the 
apparently contradictory statements in the Upanishads and prepares our 
minds for the worship and realisation of the Supreme. The appellations 
“Srih” (auspicious and resplendent) and “Satyaikalambi” (relying upon 
and upholding that alone which is the truth of truths) sit well upon it. It 
advocates that its subject namely 'Brahman’ is true. His blameless and 
good and golden attributes are true. His creation is true and the modes of 
worship recommended by Scriptures for attaining Him are all true. It is 
faithful to the ancient and continuous tradition of Vedantic teaching. 

The specific part of the Vedanta found in the first four aphorisms 
of Vedanta text of Vedavyasa Badarayana is technically called 
“Chatussutri”. It forms a natural introduction to the study of Vedanta 
philosophy and is compared to a box (petika) containing all valuable matter 
regarding the subject. 

The import of the said four sutras is as follows. 

1. Brahman is rightly enquired into. 

2. Brahman is that from which the creation etc of this universe proceed. 

3. The right scripture constitutes the true source of the knowledge related 
to Brahman and 
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each chapter comprising of four quarters. In each quarter a number 
of topics as related to their meanings of scriptural statements are 
discussed and determined in an adequate number of sutras as found 
necessary. Every section or adhikarana is devoted to the discussion 
of a chosen topic and has five component parts viz., 1) subject of 
discussion; 2) doubts that may be entertained about it; 3) the prima 
facie view; 4) answer to the prima facie view and 5) the decision. 
The sutras are cryptic formulae and they also becarrie difficult to 
understand in course of time. These sutras have been commented 
upon by a number of masters even from very early times. Ramanuja 
and Yamuna mention some of them. The Bodhayana Vritti is referred 
to by Ramanuja whereas Yamuna refers to Srivatsamkamisra. These 
early vrittis are not now available. The earliest commentary 
available is that of Sri Sankara. Bhaskara’s commentary came after 
it. Yadava Prakasa’s commentary is referred to by Ramanuja but it 
also is not available. Then comes the commentary of Sri Ramanuja. 
The number of sections or adhikaranas and the number of sutras 
differ from commentator to commentator as the commentators have 
taken the liberty of formulating the adhikaranas and of combining 
or splitting the sutras according to their discretion. According to 
Ramanuja there are 545 sutras forming 156 adhikaranas as shown 
below: 


First Chapter 

Samanvayadhyaya 

35 adhi 

128 sutras 


First quarter 

11 adhi 

32 sutras 


Second quarter 

6 adhi 

23 sutras 


Third quarter 

10 adhi 

44 sutras 


Fourth quarter 

8 adhi 

29 sutras 

Second Chapter 

Avirodhadhyaya 

33 adhi 

149 sutras 


First quarter 

10 adhi 

36 sutras 


Second quarter 

8 adhi 

42 sutras 


Third quarter 

7 adhi 

52 sutras 
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Fourth quarter 

8 adhi 

19 sutras 

Third Chapter 

Sadhanadhyaya 

55 adhi 

182 sutras 


First quarter 

6 adhi 

27 sutras 


Second quarter 

8 adhi 

40 sutras 


Third quarter 

26 adhi 

64 sutras 


Fourth quarter 

15 adhi 

51 sutras 

Fourth Chapter 

Phaladhyaya 

33 adhi 

76 sutras 


First quarter 

11 adhi 

19 sutras 


Second quarter 

11 adhi 

20 sutras 


Third quarter 

5 adhi 

15 sutras 


Fourth quarter 

6 adhi 

22 sutras 


The subject matter of the four chapters is also common to all 
commentators. The first chapter is called "samanvaya", the second 
"avirodha", the third "sadhana" and the fourth "phala". This scheme 
is adopted by all commentators. The topics that are discussed in 
the several sections generally relate to some Upanishadic statements 
and the decisive meaning of such Upanishadic texts are arrived at 
through a logical discussion. First, there is a proposition and a 
doubt is mentioned. Next, the prima facie view is taken and it is 
answered. Finally the decision is arrived at. The sutras are very 
cryptic statements and sometimes the reason or the decision is 
suggested in one or two terms. The five membered syllogism is to 
be workedout. 

Brahman is the topic of the Sutras. The purpose of the Sutra is 
the attainment of Brahman. An aspirant who is yeaning for the 
attainment of such Brahman is the "Adhikarin". The understanding 
of the essential teaching is to result in the necessary spiritual 
discipline leading to that attainment. 
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Significance of Chatussutri 

The first four sutras of this text are in the form of an introduction 
to the theme and they set the trend of the theme. It is traditionally 
pointed out that each one of these four sutras has a specific purpose. 
The first sutra dismisses the view of the mimamsakas that the 'word' 
cannot signify an existent object. The second sutra answers the 
objection that Brahman cannot be defined. The third sutra refutes 
the view that Brahman can be known through other means also, by 
stoutly stating that Brahman can be known only through the Sastas. 
The fourth sutra refutes that an enquiry into Brahman is futile. 

These four sutras terminate the objections that an enquiry into 
Brahman need not be made. The sutrakara has introduced these 
four sutras toward off the objections raised against the enquiry of 
Brahman. These four sutras form a significant unit of the Brahma 
sutras and the sastras begins from the fifth sutra onwards. The 
principal commentators on the Brahma sutras have recognised the 
importance of the first four sutras and have expounded the 
fundamentals of their particular schools while explaining the 
meaning of these sutras. Shankara has written the Adhyasa Bhashya 
and the way by which the sutras are to be studied. Under the first 
and the fourth sutras, the fundamentals of Advaita ontology are 
expounded by Shankara. 

Ramanuja who succeeds Shankara has also discussed 
elaborately the view points of Advaita and other schools while 
explaining the first and the fourth sutras. So much of information is 
packed into the expositions of the four sutras that we will be able' 
to know the fundamentals of those schools by studying the first four 
sutras. It may be said that the commentary on the remaining portion 
of the .sutras is an explanation and elaboration of the fundamentals 
described under these four sutras. 
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Most commentators have elaborately dealt with the sutras 
expounding the essentials of their respective dextrine. Sankara gives 
a general introduction outlining the guiding view with which the 
sutras have to be studied. It is his understanding that there has been 
the superimposition of the unreal on the real from beginningless 
time and the vedantas strive to redeem that. He states in the 
introduction that the reality can be known by Anubhava also in 
addition to the srutis and yuktis. He declares that undifferentiated 
con.sciousness is the reality and that pramana prameya vyavahara 
has ensued through superimposition. If this position is so, then what 
shankara says in tenable. It is just there that other philosophers 
differ. Others like Ramanuja hold that the scriptures are the highest 
authorities and do not accept that there are other sources of valid 
knowledge other than sruti etc. On account of this fundamental 
difference there is difference in their doctrines. The 
Samanvayadhikarana that is the fourth, is also of great importance 
and the commentators have dealt with their doctrines as compared 
with other doctrines. Ramanuja and Sankara have commented on 
the fourth sutra bringing a lot of matter for discussion. 

Two invocatory verses 

Bhagavan Ramanuja has composed two invocatory verses 
before commenting upon the “Vedanta Sutras” of Badarayana. The 
opening verse is, 

TW ^I II 

Before commencing a work, it is customary to pray for the 
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completion of that work without any obstruction. Namaskara, Ashih 
or benediction and vastunirdesa or narration of the theme in brief - 
are the three aspects of the invocatory verse. Mangalacharana is 
meant for the successful completion of the work. It is also meant 
for guidance of the disciples. All these three are to be found in this 
invocatory verse. 

The meaning of this verse may be summarized thus: 

May my mind be filled with devotional knowledge towards 
the Supreme Brahman, Lord Srinivasa, who is exquisitely revealed 
in the upanishads, who sports in creating, protecting and destroying 
the entire universe, who has taken the one vow of redeeming the 
hosts of beings, that devote themselves onto Him. 

Let us now try to understand the significance of the verse. The 
verse starts with the letter “3r’( first syllable in Sanskrit), which is 
the first name of that Supreme (narayana) and this ensures, all 
mangala or auspiciousness, would accrue. The first gana in the 
verse is, nagana, that is akhila and the usage of nagana is also 
suggestive of all auspiciousness. All the 6 attributes in the locative 
case or saptami vibhakti, relating to Brahman, declare that Brahman 
is the prapya and the prapaka. 

Prapyatvam brahmanath sidhyet 
Brhmanatvasya kirtanat 
Svaprapte: sadhanatvam hi 
Brhmanatvam ihochyate 

-tatvatika -13 

The word Brahman means “brhatvam” and it also means 
“brmhanatvam”. The meaning is, by nature, it is great. This term. 
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therefore, signifies that Brahman is the prapya and for its prapti, 
that alone is the upaya. 

The word leela, declares that. Brahman is paripurna and this 
is His spontaneous play or sport. 

The first quarter of this verse condenses the meanings of the 
first chapter of the vedanta sutras. The word “leela”, found in the 
first quarter suggests the theme of the second chapter of the sutras. 

The second quarter of the verse namely, “vinatavividha.” 

,condenses the last two chapters of the sutras. 

The first pada expounds that Brahman is the cause of the 
universe and this signifies the supremacy or “paratva” of the Lord. 

The second pada i.e. “vinata.”, declares the 

accessibility of the Lord and expounds His “mokshapradatva”. 

The third pada, points out the pramana, by means of which. 
Brahman is known. The impersonal sruti, which is svayampramana, 
is the authority to know Brahman. Though Brahmzin is known in the 
form of Agni, Indra, Vayu and others, in the purvabhaga of the vedas. 
He is exquisitely illumined in the uttarabhaga or the upanishads. 
The term vidipte, points out this. The two words “brahmani” and 
“srinivase”, signify the Supreme reality. Brahman is a general term 
which culminates in the particular term srinivasa. The term srinivasa 
declares that, the Lord is the consort of Goddess “Shree” and it 
suggests the “nityavibhuti”, which is, as real as the “leelavibhuti”. 
This also establishes the fact that “srimannarayana” alone is the 
Supreme Brahman and discards the view that, one of the trinity 
may be the Supreme or equality among the trinity or someone higher 
than the trinity, may be the Supreme cause of this universe, 
“parasmin” signifies the Supreme object of attainment and excludes 
the attainment of any other thing, as the highest object of life. 
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The last pada of the verse, points out the means of attainment 
of that Supreme Brahman. The two terms “shemushi” and 
“bhaktirupa” ,are significant. 

Bhakti may mean worship and others, “shemushi” is of the 
form of reflective knowledge. Both these are implied in the 
combination of “shemushi bhaktirupa”. It is knowledge of the form 
of meditation or “Upasanatmakam jnanam” 

Vedanta desika points out as follows. 

II 

- tatvatika - 72. 

By this, the views of others, that state that “vakyartha jnana” 
or “jnanakarmasamucchaya” is the means to “moksha” is refuted. 

The significant truths of this school are also concisely 
expounded in this invocatory verse. 

The characteristics of Brahman are to be noted as follows. 

1. “akhiletyadina sarvakaranatvam”-Brahman is the one 

cause of all effects as suggested by the terms akhila bhuvana 
janma etc. 

2. He is the one to be known and meditated upon, in all the modes 
of upasanas, meant for attainment of “moksha”. 

3. He is to be known exclusively from the host of upanishads. 
“sarvopanishadekapratipadyatvam” 
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4. He, who is characterised by the above is, “srinivasa”. The 
idea is that, the sruti, “neti neti”, should be understood, in the 
light of all these characteristics and without contradicting 
any one of them. 

Summarizing the truths expounded here, we may point out thus: 

1. Brahman is the main topic of the “sastra”- 

“pradhanavishaya:” The prayojana or the benefit from the study 
is, the attainment of Brahman. The process of relationship 
between the “adhikari” and “prayojana” is thus: By means of 
“vichara” or enquiry, one will ascertain the true nature of the 
Supreme object of attainment and also will understand that 
Brahman itself is the prapaka or the means of that attainment. 

2. When this is ascertained, that is, when “jijnasa” leads to the 
“vidipti” of Brahman, the aspirant will, on account of that itself, 
observes “vinati” or self surrender, under the Lord. This 
absolute surrender under the Lord, will be the cause of the 
generation of the grace of the Lord, which leads to one’s 
“raksha” or protection, which will be the ultimate “prayojana”. 

Thus, in this invocatory verse, everything that is to be known 

about the tatva, hita and purushartha, is expounded. 



In the second invocatory verse, Ramanuja states that the theme 
of his commentary is Supreme Brahman. The subject matter of the 
bhasya are the sutras. The sutras are expounding the es.sencc of the 
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upanishads and the upanishads in turn propound Brahman. Thus, 
the ultimate theme of the commentary is verily Supreme Brahman. 

The meaning of the second invocatory verse may be briefly 
summarized thus:- 

1. The nectar or amrta of the form of the words of the great Vyasa, 
son of Parasara, is expounded faithfully in accordance with 
the letters of the sutras for the benefit of sincere aspirants, 
who are capable of discriminating what is “sara” and what is 
“asara”. The author of the great commentary is inviting the 
earnest to enjoy this nectar directly without undergoing any 
strain. 

2. This nectar is drawn from the depths of the milky ocean of the 
upanishads. This nectar restores to life, those who have been 
distanced from the Supreme Brahman on account of the torments 
of the fire of samsara. 

3. This nectar is the one that is well guarded by the ancient masters. 

4. This nectar is far from the several contradictions and conflicts 
of many diverse opinions of different teachers. 

This is expounded through the words of the Bhashyakara, that 
are faithful to the wordings of the sutras of the great Vyasa. 

Ramanuja declares that Brahman is the ultimate object of this 
great commentary and the ultimate purpose of this work is perfect 
enlightenment upon the ultimate realities. This exposition is based 
on valid pramana and they represent the teachings gained from 
tradition. By mentioning the greatness of Vyasa as the great son of 
Parasara, Ramanuja mentions that the son tmly imbibes the greatness 
of his father. The meaning of “Parasara is this:— He who vanquishes 
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the antagonists, i.e.”paran” of the form of perverse thinkers by sharp 
arrows of the form of pramanas and tarkas. (means of valid 
knowledge and argumentation). That was the greatness of ‘Parasara’. 
What to say about the noble and worthy son of such a great master? 

Vedavyasa's name is mentioned in the veda also. The sutrakara 
Badarayana is not different from Vyasa. The ‘skandapurana’ 
expressly mentions that the great Vedavyasa is the author of the 
‘Brahmasutras’ also. 

By mentioning the holy name of Vedavyasa, it may be said 
that Ramanuja is offering salutations also at the feet of the great 
master. One should have supreme devotion towards the guru, just 
as one has supreme devotion towards God. 

The word ‘vachas’ or words signifies the profound meaning 
of those words. This suggests that the words of the sutras have a 
significant sense. The term ‘sudha’ or nectar points out that these 
profound meanings are enjoyable like ‘amrta’ or nectar. The terms 
‘upanishat’, ‘dugdha’ and ‘abdhi’, have significant meanings, 
‘upanishat’ signifies that this work is related to the Supreme Brahman 
directly, ‘dugdha’ or milk suggests that the upanishadic portion of 
the veda has greater essence that that of the earlier part namely the 
‘karmabhaga’. 

‘abdhi’ points out that the upanishads are infinite in number 
just as the vast oceans. The word ‘madhya’ or ‘middle of it’ declares 
that these truths are culled out from the depths of the upanishads. 
This amounts to saying that the subject matter of this great 
commentary is the sutras of Badarayana. 

And the upanishads are the sources of the sutras. Ultimately 
the theme of the upanishads is Supreme Brahman. Thus this great 
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work also has Supreme Brahman as its ultimate theme. The .schools 
that are non-vedic are all excluded by this. 

The second quarter of the verse declares the supreme benefit 
that is derived from these sutras. This is ‘sanjeevini’ or life restoring 
teaching. For whom?, for those people who are suffering from the 
non-attainment of that ‘paramatman’, on account of the ‘vidipana’ 
or terrible blazing of ‘sam.saragni’, that is, the three kinds of torments 
that are the results of ‘samsara’. Samsara, in its totality, leads to 
the three kinds of torments and on account of this, one is ‘gata, 
vyapagata’, that is, non-attainment of that ‘paramatman’ from 
beginningless time. 

The word ‘pranatma’ here means the very ‘prana’ of all 
‘Atmans’, ‘praninamprananahetu:hparamatma’. 

The Upanishads say that every entity here lives on account of 
that ‘prana’, ‘pranasyapranam’. 

People who are involved in this universe on account of their 
beginningless karma have been unable to attain their very inner 
self, the Supreme Paramatman, though He is residing along with 
them in the inner recesses of their heart. This plight is from 
beginningless time and there is nothing other than devotional 
surrender unto that Supreme being that can take them to the bliss of 
communion with that great paramatman. That can happen only when 
one gains the true knowledge of his nature and the nature of his 
Lord paramatman. This attainment of knowledge is the aim of this 
enquiry into Brahman made by the sutras. Thus the truths that are 
taught by the great Badarayana Vyasa, when realised properly, will 
enable one to live in God and attain the supreme benefit of life. 

The third pada describes that the truths that are expounded 
here are gained from tradition and that they were zealously guarded 
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by the ancient masters and were handed down to the devoted and 
worthy disciples from time to time. It is also pointed out that these 
truths are unassailable and all mutually contradictory and conflicting 
views of other various masters are distanced from these truths. 

Having decided thus, the importance of this great work, 
Ramanuja heartily invites the sincere and the fair minded aspirants 
to enjoy this nectar and get the supreme benefit from this namely 
‘attainment of paramatman’. There is no ‘phala’ or benefit more 
pleasing than the attainment of the Supreme paramatman. 

A Brief analysis of the Chatussutri 

An analysis of the several factors that are discussed and decided 
in the commentary on the first four sutras by Ramanuja may be 
briefly mentioned here. Under the first sutra, Ramanuja has first 
explained the general meaning of the sutra and then discusses the 
issue of the prerequisite to ‘Brahmajignasa’. 

In this connection - 

I A small objection by the advaithin is raised in the laghu purva 
paksha and answered in the ‘laghu siddhantha’. Ramanuja 
establishes in the laguhu siddhanta the nature of the means of 
spiritual perfection. Loving meditation upon Brahman is 
declared here as the mokshopaya. 

n The whole philosophy of advaitha is stated under the ‘great 
objection’ and in turn refuted elaborately, referring to each 
point in the ‘mahasiddhantha’. The nature of "upeya". The 
supreme Brahman is established here on the basis of the 
scriptures. 

i Ramanuja refutes the doctrine of undifferentiated 
consciousness as the supreme reality. 
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ii The theory of knowledge is thoroughly expounded 

iii Ramanuja expounds that Anubhuthi is not the 
undifferentiated atman but it is the attributive 
consciousness. 

iv "Ahamartha" is declared to be the self luminous Atman 
having consciousness as an inseparable attribute. 

V It is pointed out that doership, knowership or enjoyership 

cannot be attributed to the inert 'Ahankara' or 'Buddhi'. 

vi The Atman is of the nature of consciousness and also has 
the inseparable attribute of consciousness. 

vii Ramanuja holds that the unreal cannot lead to the real. 

vii i Ramanuja establishes that the srutis and smrithis expound 
savisesha Brahman as the ultimate Reality. 

ix The doctrine of avidya posited by advaita is stoutly 
refuted. 

X The view of the mimasakas that the word cannot signify 
existent objects and so Brahman cannot be expounded by 
the veda is refuted. 

in The doctrine of vedantha according to Ramanuja is stoutly 

presented along with the authorities of ‘sruti’ and ‘smrtis’. 

To sum up-all the doubts regarding the essential nature of the 
means of realization and the object of attainment 3^ are 
dispelled in this section and it is established that one who is 
desirous of gaining eternal and infinite fruit of god realisation should 
make an enquiry into Brahman. The first adhikarana is packed with 
a lot of philosophical doctrines. 
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Second Adhikarana 

The second sutra forms this section and this establishes that 
Brahman can be defined by the statement of the Taittiriya Upanishad. 
It is pointed out that the essential nature of Brahman is declared by 
satyam, jnanam and anantam. 

The third sutra establishes that Brahman can be known only 
through the shastras. The view point of the Nayyayikas that Brahman 
can be inferred is set at nought. 

The commentary on the fourth suthra is very significant as 
Ramanuja follows a unique method of dialectics where he sets off 
one school against the other and in the end he refutes the one who 
has stood till the end. The fact that Brahman is having the shastras 
as its pramana is Justified as Brahman is the ultimate object of 
attainment according to the Upanishads. 

First, the mimamsaka expresses his view that Brahman is not 
signified by the word of the Veda and it is not related to action. 
This view is countered by the ‘nishprapancha niyogavadin’ who 
holds that the Vedas enjoin action of the form of eliminating the 
world, which is seen. This view is in turn, refuted, as the fact of 
niyoga will not be possible for dissolving the universe. Now the 
‘Dhyana niyogavadin’ advances his argument that Brahman is to be 
realized by the kriya of ‘dhyana’. This view is refuted by the 
advaithin and again the ‘Dhyana niyogavadin’ advances his 
argument against the advaitha school. The ‘bhedabhedavadin’ 
refutes the advaithin and the ‘bhedabhedavadin’ gets refuted by the 
‘Dhyana niyogavadin’. The mimamsaka becomes the victor over 
the ‘Dhyana niyogavadin’ and this final victor is promptly refuted 
by Ramanuja. This is, in short, the scheme followed in this section. 
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Scope of this work 

A brief exposition of the detailed discussion made under the 
four suthras by Ramanuja is presented in this treatise. It is mainly 
meant for beginners who are interested in knowing the doctrine of 
Ramanuja. It is hoped that the presentation will give a fair picture 
of the arguments advanced by Ramanuja under these four suthras. 

Before commenting on the sutras of Bhagavan Badarayana, 
Ramanuja makes a declaration that he would comment upon the 
wordings of the sutras strictly according to their denotation, without 
torturing the text. The idea is that he would explain the meanings 
according to the meaning of the ‘prakrti’ and ‘the pratyaya’. 
Ramanuja declares - 

1. That he would abide by the interpretation of the poorvacharyas 
or the ancient masters propagating this sampradaya. 

2. That the masters of yore had abridged the lengthy explanations 
of Bhagavan Bodhayana on the Brahma Sutras. Those former 
teachers are to be known as ‘Brahma Nandi and others 
according to Vedanta Desika. By the mention of the name of 
Bhagavan Bodhayana, later commentators like Sankara and 
others are excluded. The lengthy commentary would not be 
possible of being studied easily by all. The abridgements 
would be very profound and so difficult to understand, 
‘tanmatanusarena’ signifies that the untrustworthy explanations 
of later writers are not taken into account. By this, Ramanuja 
declares that he would not impute his own views on the Sutras. 
‘Sutraksharani’ means ‘akshararthamatram; i.e. the literal 
meanings of the words. All the profound meanings that are 
suggested are not possible of being described thoroughly. The 
term ‘vyakyasyanthe’ is also having significant meaning. It 
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means that the commentary would neither be very brief nor 
very elaborate but it would be stating the meanings clearly. 
How the terms have to be .split and how the terms have to be 
understood would be clearly pointed out. 

JIGNASADHIKARANAM; 

FIRST SUTRA: Athato Brahma Jignasa : (1-1-1) 

THE MEANING OF THE FIRST SUTRA: 

1. Then, therefore, an enquiiy into Brahman (is to be made). 

Here, the word ‘then’ (atha) signifies sequence. ‘Therefore’ 
suggests the causality of what has taken place. 

After one has made a detailed study of the Veda and Vedangas, 
having realised the truth that karmas have little and non-permanent 
fruit, a person desires to make an enquiry into Brahman as he will 
be yearning for a fruit which would be infinite and permanent. 

Brahma jijnasa is an enquiry of Brahman. Enquiry has to be 
made by a student about Brahman. 

Meaning of the term ‘Brahman ’ 

Brahman denotes the highest person, ie., Purushothama who 
is by nature opposed to all that is imperfect and who has hosts of 
infinite numberless auspicious qualities. 

The word ‘Brahman’ signifies Brhatva (greatness). That 
greatness is related to two things. 

• Its nature 

• Its quality 

The primary meaning of the word Brahman is this. 
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Meaning of the word jignasa (f%WT) is Jnatum ichhaa 
(desire to know). This signifies that the desired object is the 
chief thing and not mere desire The Veda is classified into two 
parts. The former part is known as ‘Karma Mimamsa’ and the latter 
is ‘Brahma Mimamsa’. 

One who has realised that the fruit of karma known in the 
earlier part is little and impermanent and that the knowledge to be 
gained from the latter part leads to the fruits infinite and eternal, 
makes an enquiry into Brahman. 

Both Poorvakanda and Uttarakanda form one integrated unit. 

The Vrthikara declares that the earlier Mimamsa and the latter 
Mimamsa are one body of doctrines. There is only difference here 
as we find in the case of Chapters and Shatkas. The entire Mimamsa 
sastra comprises of both Poorvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa. 

The first part expounds the various modes of worship of god 
(Aaradhana Roopa) and the latter part expounds the nature of 
Brahman that is to be worshipped by all those various karmas. 
There is no contradiction between these two. 

So, it is Ramanuja’s conclusion that after an enquiry into karma, 
one moves on to the enquiry into Brahman. 

Here Ramanuja refers to the view point of Advaita that 
Karmavichara is not needed for Brahmavichara. By raising this 
objection and answering it, Ramanuja expounds that 'Upasana' or 
meditation upon Brahman is the means or^TO for the attainment of 
God head. 
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p>^ Small objection 

The objector says that what has to preceed an enquiry into 
Brahman is not an enquiry into the nature of karma, because a person 
may study the Vedanta text and proceed to enquire the meanings 
thereof even without an enquiry into karma. The Vedanta aims at 
destroying completely wrong knowledge which is the cause of all 
sorrow, and for that purpo.se it aims at establishing the knowledge 
of the oneness of the Atman. Here, the knowledge of karma is not at 
all useful, but, on the other hand, it is opposed to all this, because it 
is rooted in differences. So, the pre-requisite should be noted as 
something which is absolutely required for proceeding with the 
enquiry of Brahman. 

View Point of Bhaskara: 

Here, the followers of Bhaskara point out that knowledge also 
of karma is necessary for liberation as the sruti points out that jnana 
and karma are to be combined. If we do not enquire into the nature 
of karma, we cannot know what type of karma is to be combined 
with knowledge and what should not be combined. Therefore, 
knowledge of karma is a pre-requisite for knowledge of Brahman. 

The advaitin refutes this view. It is only the knowledge of 
Brahman which is pure consciousness and opposed to all plurality 
that terminates ignorance, (nescience). The termination of nescience 
itself is Moksha. How can karma which is giving room for all kinds 
of differences connected with Varna, Ashrama, Sadhana, Sadhya 
and others be helpful in this ? The Sruti declares that the result of 
karma is transitory and that jnana alone is a means to Moksha. ‘ A 
knower of Brahman attains the highest,’ ‘a knower of Brahman 
becomes Brahman,’ etc. 
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The performance of karma results in only desire for knowledge 
of Brahman and after this desire has arisen there is no use of karma. 
Then he has to gain the meaning of the Upanishadic statements. 

The process is as follows : 

1. The mind of a man should be purified through performance of 
Nishkama karma. All the impurities will be purified by karma 
performed having no desire for the fruit thereof. Then, when 
the mind has become pure, the desire for knowing Brahman 
arises in him. 

2. the desire for knowing Brahman arises in him 

3. Through knowledge gained from the scriptural texts such as 

5 f^’ etc., i.e. through Vaakyartha Jnana 

Nescience will be destroyed. 

Only Shravana, Manana and Nididyasana are useful for gaining 
Vaakyartha Jnana. 

Sravana - is listening from the Acharya the scriptural 
statements with their meanings that expound oneness of the Atman. 

Manana - is to confirm this within oneself by means of 
arguments that are appropriate. 

Nidhidhyasana - is constantly having those meanings in one’s 
mind. 

Therefore, only that which is absolutely necessary for this kind 
of shravana, manana or nidhidyasana should be known as the pre - 
requisite for Brahma jijnasa. The four sadhanas necessary for 
shravana, manana and nidhidyasana are 
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/. ‘nityanityavastuviveka ’ 

Discriminatory knowledge between the eternal and non eternal. 

2. Hhamutraphalabhogaviraga ' 

Giving up desire for enjoyment of fruit In this world as well as in 
the other world. 

3. ‘samadamadisadhanasampath ’ 

Possessing cardinal virtues like calmness of mind, self restraint 
and others. 

4. ‘mumukshutvam ’ 

Desire for Moksha or Final release. 

These four are absolutely necessary for Brahma Jignasa. So, 
these alone are the pre - requisites and not karma vichara. 

TO SUM UP - 

Bondage here is due to the unreal view of plurality and that 
itself is on account of avidya which conceals the true nature of 
Brahman. This bondage, on the other hand, is also unreal and that 
can be destroyed only by knowledge and that knowledge which 
destroys this is the knowledge derived from the scriptural texts 
like '‘oTciHft)” and others. 

In the origination of this knowledge or in the result of this 
knowledge, how can karma be helpful ? Karma is on the other hand 
useful only to create the desire for life. So, as the knowledge of 
karma is of no use, the four - fold sadhanas are alone the pre - 
requisites for Brahma Jignasa. 
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: Small Siddhanta: 

Ramanuja has refuted this contention of the advaitin and has 
established that kaimavichara is the pre-requisite for Brahmajijnasa. 
Knowledge of meditation or is declared as 

TTlajI^ I 

Ramanuja argues as follows ; 

I. Nescience is not terminated by the knowledge of the meaning 
of the Upanishadic statements. 

We say that your view that termination of ignorance is Moksha 
and that will happen from the knowledge of Brahman is alright. But 
,we have to examine the nature of the knowledge of Brahman. Is it 
merely Vakyartha Jnana or knowledge of meditation derived from 
the meaning of the Vedanta Vakyas? 

Knowledge of the Vedanta texts is not the means to Moksha. 
Because there is no need to prescribe this. That meaning is evident 
even when it is not prescribed. 

You cannot argue that the Vedanta texts do not produce 
knowledge that destroys avidya when Bhedavasana is not dispelled. 
You cannot say that the continuance of Bheda Jnana is no fault even 
in the event of the knowledge of the Vedanta texts. You cannot say 
that as the root of ignorance is destroyed, it will not bind to samsara. 

Because it is impossible to say that knowledge does not arise 
when its means, that is, the Vedanta texts conveying knowledge are 
once present. It is seen by experience that knowledge certainly arises 
when competent people teach and when there are inferential marks 
even when there is some antagonistic imagination. You cannot argue 
that on account of a little of beginningless vasana, Bhedajnana or 
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View of Plurality can continue in spite of Vaakyartha Jnana. If it 
continues like that it can never be destroyed. You cannot say that 
Bhedajnana which is the effect of vasana continues even though the 
root of Ajnana is destroyed. In the case of the perception of the 
double moon not being destroyed by knowledge of a single moon it 
must be understood that it is due to a real defect of the eye. Therefore, 
it is to be agreed that mere Vakyartha Jnana is not the destroyer of 
ignorance. 

2. (a) Meditation or Upasana is the means to Moksha. 

Therefore, the means to Moksha is something other than 
Vakyartha Jnana and that is meditation or Upasana that is prescribed 
in scriptures in a number of places. All terms like ‘vedana’, 
‘upasana’, ‘Dhyana’, Nidhidyasana’ are signifying the means of 
Upasana or meditation. 

Vedana, Dhyana and Upasana are synonyms and this Dhyana 
is a steady remembrance which is an unceasing flow of 
rememberance of the object of meditation like flow of oil. The 
scriptural passages prescribe this as the means to Moksha. 

(b) This Upasana is of the form of a vivid perception of the object 

of meditation. 

The remembrance will attain the character of perception on 
account of intensity of reflection. 

Such remembrance of the character of seeing is prescribed by 
the scriptures as the means to liberation. 

(c) The view of the vakyakara regarding vedana " 

The Vakyakara explains all this clearly. He declares that (1) 
Vedana is Upasana. (2) He establishes that repetition of the steady 
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remembrance is prescribed by the scriptures as Moksha Sadhana. 
The Vakyakara has therefore declared that such remembrance 
repeated more than once steadily is the means to Moksha. 

(d) The Characteristics of Meditation 

The self cannot be gained, says the Upanishads, by the study 
of Veda nor Ijy thought nor by hearing. It declares that he alone 
gains the Supreme whom That supreme chooses. God chooses one 
who is dear to him. Who is dear to God? One for whom God is 
dear is dear to Him. So it is established here that this kind of steady 
remembrance is of the form of Supreme Love towards God. 

(e) This steady remembrance is called Bhakti 

The word Bhakti is synonymous to Upasana. The scriptures 
describe that one transcends death by knowing.Him thus. It is only 
knowledge in the form of having meditation which is to be practised 
daily and continued upto death that is the means to Moksha. This 
exclusive devotion is the same as Upasana. 

3. The means to steady remembrance: - 

Yajna and other Karmas are Sadhanas or means to this kind of 
steady remembrance. Though the scriptures use the term ‘desire to 
know’ it must be understood that the intention is the attainment of 
Vedana or Upasana that is the object of desire. This kind of Vedana 
itself is the means of reaching Brahman. Therefore all karmas are 
to be done throughout life only for the purpose of gaining such 
knowledge of Upasana. 

4. The Vakyakara’s exposition of the means of Sadhana to 
steady remembrance 

The Vakyakara declares that there are seven means for 
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attainment of Upasana or steady remembrance. He has explained 
them also with examples. They are: 

1. Viveka : (keeping the body clean) - Sustaining on food that is 
not impure- Impure either owing to species (j Ati)or Ashraya (abode) 
and Nimitta (accidental cause). 

2. Vimoka - Freeing the mind from desire. The Upanishad says that 
one should have no attachment to desire and he must meditate with 
a calm mind. 

3. Abhyasa Repetition (continued practice). One should always 
think of That. 

4. Kriya Works. Performance according to one’s ability of the 
Pancha Maha Yajnas. 

5. Kalyana Virtuous conduct. There are virtues like truthfulness, 
honesty, kindness, liberty, gentleness and absence of covetousness. 

6. Anavasada : want of cheerfulness. (freedom from dejection) 

On account of the remembrance of unfavourable conditions, one 
may feel dejected. But a Sadhaka should pull himself up and he 
must give up dejection. 

7. Anuddharsha (absence of exultation). I n the way of 
meditation, this kind of too much of satisfaction is also an obstacle. 
One should give up that. 

Upasana is generated from the performance of the duly 
prescribed duties of one’s station in life. 

The scriptures designate the Varnashrama dharma by the term 
‘Avidya’ in Tshavasyopanishad’ and denotes that the Ashrama 
dharma must be performed for origination of Upasana. 



Kanianuja on (he Chatussutri 


26 


There are the past karmas that are obstacles to the origination 
of Upasana and they are to be destroyed by performance of the 
ordained varnashramadharmas. Then alone he will be able to resort 
to Upasana by means of which he can attain Brahman. 

As explained above, the knowledge of meditation or 
Upasanatmaka Jnana, that is a means to the attainment of Brahman, 
requires the performance of all ashrama dharams. So it is necessary 
to make an enquiry into Karma for ascertaining the nature of Karma 
required and also to know the transitoriness and limitation of the 
fruits of Karmas. 

So, it is concluded that an enquiry into Karma is an antecedent 
to Brahma Jijnasa. 

It is to be pointed out that the four Sadhanas such as 
Nityanityavastuviveka and others will not become possible without 
a study of Karma Mimamsa. The true nature of Karma, the fruits of 
Karma, the transitoriness or otherwise of the results, the etemality 
of the Atman and things like this cannot be known without the study 
of Karma Mimamsaa. All these things are described in Karma 
Mimamsa. Such works as related to meditation of Udgeetha that is 
of the nature of Brahman, are also to be known. When those karmas 
are done without any desire for the fruit, they go together with an 
enquiry into Brahman and such meditation presupposes knowledge 
of the nature of Karma. Therefore, it is to be concluded that an 
enquiry alone into Karma leads to the Sadhana Chatustaya. 

CONCLUSION: 

Ramanuja concludes on the basis of all these that Karma 
Vichara is a pre-requisite to Brahma Vichara. Having established 
the nature of upaya, the means of release viz meditation of the form 
of steady remembrance, Ramanuja proceeds to expound the true 
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nature' of the upey a, the supreme object of attainment. In this context 
he examines the whole philosophy of Advaita. The view of the 
school of advaita is presented in mahapoorvapaksha and the same 
is refuted in the mahasiddhanta. 

The Mahapurvapaksha - The great objection 

1. The only reality is Brahman: 

Brahman is pure consciousness and is opposed to all 
differences. This is divested of all qualities. All differences of 
plurality of knowers, objects of knowledge, acts of knowledge are 
all superimposed on that one Brahman. The Upanishads teach this 
reality thus - “In the beginning, there was sat only, which is the one 
without a second”, “ That which is not seized, which has no eyes or 
ears, no hands or feet, which is all pervading, permanent, most 
subtle, the imperishable” (mu.up.1-1-5) “He who is without parts, 
without actions, without fault, without taint” (SVetup VI-19) “You 
cannot see the seer of the sight”, “You cannot think of the thinker of 
the thought” (Br.up.III-4-2), “Brahman is Bliss” (Tai.up.III-6-1), 
“All this verily is the self’ (Bri.up.IV-5-7), "He who sees any 
difference here goes from death to death” (Kat.up.n-4-10). Hosts 
of such Sruti Vakyas declare that Brahman alone is the reality and 
there is not a second thing other than that. Even the Puranas 
especially the Vishnu Purana declares the same truth. 
Undifferentiated Brahman is the sole reality and everything else is 
unreal. 

2. What is unreality ? : 

Falsehood or mithyathwa is that which is appearing in the 
present and which is destroyed by the cognition of the real. The 
example is the “Rope - Serpent”. The serpent is a false appearance, 
in the rope and when the ropeness of the rope i.s known il is 



Ramanuja on ihc Clialussuiri 


28 


eliminated. Similarly, the entire world with all its differences of 
God, men, creatures and immovable matter are wrongly imagined 
in the one non-second Supreme Brahman. The appearance of 
plurality is due to beginningless avidya or nescience. The Srutis 
and Smritis point out to this kind of beginningless avidya which 
cannot be defined either as something that is or something that is 
not. 

3. Termination of Avidya by true Knowledge: 

This avidya comes to an end when the knowledge of oneness 
of the undifferentiated Brahman is realised. The scriptures declare 
this also - '‘He who sees.this does not see death”, “He sees this as 
one.” (Ch.up.7-26-2) 

"When he beholds that which is high and low, the knots of the 
heart become united and all doubts are solved and all his karmas 
become destroyed.' (Mu.up.II-2-8) 

There are various authorities in the scriptures that declare that 
Brahman is the only one and non second being of the nature of pure 
knowledge or consciousness. 

“Sathyam, Jnanam, Anantham Brahma”, (Tai.up.II-1) 

“Vijnanam (knowledge), Anandam is Brahman” (Br.up.III-9-28) 
“Let one meditate upon him as the .self’ (Br.up. 1-4-7) 

“Thou art That” (Ch.up.VI-8-7) 

“I am Thou Oh ! Holy Deity and Thou art me”. 

“What I am that is He” 

"What He is that I am" 

The sutrakara also affirms the same thing in Sutra 4-1 -3. 
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The vakyakara also supports this view. So it is quite proper to 
entertain the view that bondage which is unreal will be destroyed 
along with its root cause by the realisation of oneness of the Braliman 
and the Atman. 

4. Scripture or Sastra is more powerful than pratyaksha or 
Perception: 

It may be objected that the termination of the view of diffeicncc 
is opposed to the evidence of perception. How can Sastrajiiana 
eliminate difference which is within the experience of all. To this, 
we answer as follows : 

When we have the illusion of a snake in a rope, if we get the 
knowledge that this is a rope and not a serpent, that knowledge sets 
aside the serpent which is perceived. In the same way, the 
knowledge that this is Brahman and not the universe sets aside all 
differences. It may be further objected that there is contradiction 
between two perceptions in the example, but the contradiction 
between Sastra and Pratyaksha is not like that. Sastra is based on 
perception. 

To this we ask like this - What is the cause of this kind of 
sublation between two equal cognitions ? 

Reply - The first one is caused by a defective cause whereas the 
other is not so. 

We say that the same consideration holds goods between Sastra 
and Pratyaksha. 

Example: The flame seems one to perception, but on the ground 
of observation that the different particles of the vick and the oil are 
consumed in succession, we infer that there are many distinct Hames 
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succeeding one another. Here we accept that inference is valid and 
pratyakasha is sublated by that. Even so pratyaksha is contradicted 
by scriptures that expound the oneness of Brahman. 

5. Duality Texts are contradicted by Unity texts: 

The analogy of the apacchhedanyaya is to be followed in 
deciding the meaning of the scriptures. In that analogy the earlier 
one is sublated by the later one. Here also the earlier texts referring 
to duality are sublated by the later texts that teach oneness of Atman 
and release from bondage by realising it. These unity texts cancel 
the duality texts. 

6. The saguna and Nirguna Texts: 

The Nirguna texts have greater force and they are cancelling 
the Saguna texts according to the mimamsa principle, i.e., 
Appacchhedanyaya. 

7. Hie text of Taithiriya describing Brahman as Satyam, Jnanam, 
Anantham does not define qualities of Brahman. 

All the terms namely, Satyam, Jnanam and Anantham have the 
same meaning. Here there is no non distinction. They are not 
synonyms. The unity of purport is the same but yet these words are 
expressing what is opposite in nature. The word 'Satyam' 
distinguishes Brahman from whatever is Asatya. The word 'Jnanam' 
or knowledge distinguishes that from whatever is non-sentient. The 
word 'Anantham' distinguishes it from whatever is limited in time 
or space or nature. This distinction is not either a positive attribute 
or a negative attribute of Braman and all terms are just Brahman 
itself. So the one Brahman which is self luminous and free from all 
differences is declared by this text. Other Upanishadic texts also 
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declare the oneness of Brahman. So we understand from the 
principle that all branches of the Veda teach the same doctrine - 
that all these speak of the one non - second Brahman itself. 

An objection may be raised like this - 

If we accept your interpretation then the words Satya, Jnana 
and Anantha will be losing their primary sense and will have to be 
taken in a secondary sense. Is this not a fault ? 

To this, we answer that the general purport of a sentence is 
more powerful than the direct meanings of the single terms. 
According to the principle of coordination oneness is the purport 
and so there is no fault. 

If, on this, another objection is raised that all the words of a 
sentence are not to be understood in a secondary sense, we say that 
there is no fault in it. If the purport of the sentence is ascertained 
why should we not take one word or all words in the secondary 
sense to make it fit with the general purport ? So, the Upanishadic 
statements are expounding Brahman that is not qualified by any 
attribute. 

8. Sastra is not at all contradicting Pratyaksha: 

We pointed out that in the case of a conflict or contradiction 
between Sastra and Pratyaksha, the Sastra is of greater force. But, 
there is not such conflict because even in perception the non - 
differentiated Brahman alone is apprehended. 

OBJECTION: 

Are we not perceiving different things of different kinds as in 
the form of 'Here is ajar', 'Here is a piece of cloth' etc. ? When it Is 
so, how could it be said that perception causes the apprehension of 
"Sanmatra", The Sat alone 
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ANSWER : 

Let us examine the judgement. "Here is ajar". There are two 
things (1) the nature of the jar and (2) its difference from other 
things. These two cannot be the object of perception because 
perceptual cognition takes place in one moment and these two are 
related to different moments of time. So, it has to be admitted that 
the object of perception is the essential nature of the thing alone. 
For the apprehension of difference from other things, remembrance 
of other things different from it, is necessary. So difference is not 
apprehended by perception. 

9. Bheda cannot be described (Admitted) logically: 

Logicians cannot give a definition of such a thing as difference. 
Difference cannot be the essential nature because it would result in 
the apprehension of the essential nature of a thing and at the same 
time judgements as to its difference from every other thing. 

It may be said that the judgement "This is different from other 
things” depends upon the remembrance of its counter entities and 
as long as there is no such remembrance there is not the judgement 
of difference from other things. 

We say this rca.soning is not admissible because you maintain 
that difference is nothing but essential nature. So you have no right 
to assume a dependence on remembrance of counter entities etc. 

As you do not depend upon the remembrance of counter entities 
for the apprehension of essential nature, in the same way you should 
not depend on counter entities for apprehension of difference also. 
Therefore difrcrcnce is not the nature of the entity. 

Nor, can you argue that difference is an attribute or Dharma of 
an entity. 
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In that case you have to admit that That is different from 
essential nature. Difference is incapable of a logical definition and 
we conclude that perception reveals only "Being - Sanmatra". 

10. Pure being alone is the ultimate reality: 

We observe that the pure being alone persists in all cognitions 
- like "Here is a jar", "Here is a piece of cloth". The jar is 
perceived", etc. The differences which do not persist are on the 
other hand not real. This is also like the rope - snake analogy. The 
rope which persists as the substrate is real while such things that 
are wrongly superimposed on it as a snake, a cleft in the ground or 
a water course are unreal. 

OBJECTION: 

This is not a proper example because the non-reality of the 
snake is the result of the cognition of the true nature of the rope. It is 
not due to the non persisting nature of the snake. In the same way 
the reality of the rope does not follow from its persistence but 
from the fact that it is not sublated by another cognition. 

ANSWER 

The varying of Jars and pieces of cloth is established like this. 
The judgement "This is ajar" implies the negation of the cloth and 
others. Other things are sublated by the jar and that proves the non - 
reality of whatever has non - continuous existence. Just like the 
rope, pure being persists not sublated and therefore it is real. 

Syllogism : 

I. Pure Being alone is real because it persists as the rope in the 
rope - snake analogy. 
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2. Pot and others are unreal because they are not persisting just 

like snake in the rope-snake illusion. 

11. Pure Being and Consciousness are one: 

As difference is not apprehended by perception and as it cannot 
be defined, the contention that Pure Being is an object of 
consciousness and therefore is different from it is also dismissed. 

Conciousness and Pure Being are not different. That is self 
proved because it is conciousness. There is no need of another act 
of conciousness for conciousness, because it is shining forth through 
its own being. 

12. Conciousness is not revealed through inference : 

It may argued that the existence of conciousness is inferred, on 
the basis of an object that shines forth occasionally - this view is 
not tenable. The cause of shining out of conciousness is its very 
existence. In perceiving objects and qualities of objects we are not 
aware of a shining forth as an attribute of objects and as something 
different from conciousness because the entire empirical world is 
proved only through conciousness. It is not inferred or proved 
through some other act of knowledge. But while proving everything 
else it is proved by itself. 

13. Consciousness is eternal and incapable of change: 

The self luminous conciousness is eternal because there is no 
prior non-existence for that. Because it is self realised it is known 
like that. Conciousness cannot prove its prior non existence nor 
can any other thing prove the prior nonexistence of conciousness. If 
conciousness itself gives rise to the apprehension of its own non 
existence, it could not do .so because it would contradict itself. 
Even if conciousness itself is not, how can it be a proof for its own 
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non existence. The prior non exi.stence of conciou.sness cannot be 
known through anything else because conciousness cannot be the 
object of anything else. Because conciousness has no prior non¬ 
existence it is proved that it is not originating nor has other states 
ofchange. 

14. Conciousness is not plural 

Conciousness is beginningless. It does not allow any plurality 
'within itself. Whatever is beginningless is devoid of plurality 
invariably. Differences are all objects of experience and therefore 
are not attributes of conciousness. Conciousness is essentially mere 
being of consciousness and it is free from differences of any kind. 

15. Knowership is illusory 

It may be objected thus. We express sometimes like, "I know'. 
Does this not prove that the quality of jnathrthva or '-being a knower' 
belongs to conciousness ? To this the reply is as follows : As the 
quality of silver is erroneously attributed to the shell the quality of 
being a knower is attributed to conciousness erroneously. It is all 
due to superimposition. It is just like the attribution in the statement. 
"I am a man'. Knowership is also likewise superimposed. 
Knowership is to be the agent in the action of knowing. That is 
knowership. That is non intelligent and changeful. The changeless 
witness of all change, that is conciousness, whose nature is Pure 
Being cannot be associated with such knowership. If doreship and 
"Aham pratyaya Gocharatva" the object of the idea of "I" - are 
admitted of the Atman, then the Atman will have to be like the body 
non intelligent, something outward and something other than the 
Atman. 

16. The Atman is diff'erent from the ego or the "Ahamartha" : 

People ordinarily mean while speaking of a knower that it is 
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the Atman, but the Atman, that is Pure Conciousness, is different 
from the knowing subject. The Ahankara is Jada or non-intelligent, 
but yet it is the abode of the Atman and it shows as though the 
Atman is a knower. The non-intelligent Ahankara serves to manifest 
the nature of non-changing conciousness. It shows as though the 
conciousness is in itself. A mirror manifests the face as it abides in 
it. In the same way, the erroneous view, that is said as "1 know' 
arises. An objection may be raised as to how the self luminous 
conciousness is manifested by the non-intelligent Ahankara. The 
answer to this question is like this : The surface of the hand is no 
doubt manifested by rays of sunlight falling on it but at the same 
time that surface of the hand manifests those rays also. It is in this 
way that the non intelligent Ahankara manifests the Atman. In the 
statement "I know" the knowing person is denoted by the "1", but 
this "I" is not the real attribute of the self. The nature of .self is Pure 
Conciousness. In the state of deep sleep, that is, Sushupti and Mukti, 
this Ahamartha or Ahankara is not at all persisting. The self then 
appears in its true nature. So it is concluded that the Ahankara is 
not the Atman. 

Conclusion of the great objection : 

1. The eternal and absolutely non-changing conciousness whose 
nature is pure undifferentiated intelligence, which is without 
any attribute whatsoever, appears owing to erroneous illusion 
as the manifold universe, knowers, objects of knowledge and 
Acts of knowledge. - 

2. For destroying the cause of this illusion, the Upanishads are to 
be studied for gaining the knowledge of that one ever pure, 
ever conscious and ever free Brahman. 
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The Great Siddhanta 

Having narrated the view point of the Advaitin thus in the 
Mahapurvapaksha Ramanuja critically examines that view and 
refutes the same in this maha sjddhanta. He establishes the fact of 
savisheshatva of Brahman on the basis of the means of valid 
knowledge such as perception, inference and verbal testimony. 
There is no proof, he says, to establish undifferentiated substance - 

a. can any proof be shown to assert that there is a substance 
without any quality ? All conciousness implies difference. 
Every state of conciousness has for its object something that is 
marked by difference as in the example "I saw this". Every 
substance is necessarily qualified by certain attributes. Even 
in the state of deep sleep and others, conciousness is affected 
with difference. This will be proved later. 

b. You have yourself admitted conciousness has eternality, self¬ 
luminosity and others. You cannot show that those are the nature 
of Pure Being itself. 

c. Shabda Pramana proves difference. Speech functions with 
words and sentences. The words have the roots and suffixes. 
And these two have different meanings. Words cannot convey 
a meaning which is undifferentiated. According to different 
meanings plurality of words are used. Sentence is an aggregate 
of words, and it expresses some meanings on account of the 
special combination of words. So it has no power to denote a 
thing which has no difference. 

d. Pratyaksha also proves difference : 

Pratyaksha is of two kinds : 

(I) Savikalpaka (determinate) 
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(2) Nirvikalpaka (non determinate) Both these kinds of perceptions 
cannot be a means of knowledge that is devoid of attributes. 

Determinate perception is necessarily related to objects having 
difference. Even in non-determinate perception, the object of 
perception is qualified. 

Nirvikalpaka - is the apprehension of an object devoid of some 
differences but not of all differences. All apprehensions will be of 
the type - this is such and this is such. Non-determinate perception 
is that in which the First individual among a number of things 
belonging to the same class is perceived. Even here, the form of the 
object is necessarily apprehended. 

Savikalpaka - or determinate perception is the apprehension 
of the second and third and so on individuals of the same class. In 
determinate perception one is conscious of the generic character of 
the class etc. Even in indeterminate perception that is in the 
apprehension of the First individual, the structure and other things 
are necessarily perceived. It will be of the form of the thing as such 
and such. This is such'. 'This' and 'such'andcannot be the 
same. 

These arguments negate the Bhedaa-Bheda view also in the 
same way. There cannot be difference and non-difference at the 
same time. 

Perception does not reveal mere being. 

1. In perception objects are necessarily distinguished by jati or 
generic characters, and the generic character and so on give at 
once rise to the judgement as to the distinction between 
themselves and the things in which they inhere. 
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Light shows itself as well as other things. Knowledge shows 
itself and other things. This is accepted by you. In the same way, it 
is to be admitted with difference also. Colour reveals itself as well 
as the thing which has colour. Knowledge reveals itself as well as 
the thing known. So difference manifests itself as well as the thing 
that differs. 

2. Judgements like, "Here is ajar', "Here is a cloth' etc., would 
have no meaning if perception make us apprehend only 'sat' or 
Pure Being. 

If perception does not apprehend difference as marked by jati 
etc., why should a man who is searching for a horse not be satisfied 
with finding a buffalo? 

There should l ot be any difference in our remembrance if the 
cognition of a horse c id that of an elephant had one object alone, 
namely the 'Sat'. There is distinction and difference between one 
cognition and another cognition and therefore the object of 
perception is necessarily qualified with difference. 

3. The eye cannot apprehend mere Being, because it apprehends 
form and that which has form. Every indriya has its own object 
for cognition. We do not find any indriya that is apprehending 
Pure Being or Sanmatra. 

4. If sanmatra or Pure Being devoid of difference is apprehended 
by perception, the scripture will lose its authority and will 
become only a re.statement. If mere being or 'Sat' is perceived 
in perception that mere Being becomes an object of knowledge, 
which you do not accept. 

Therefore, perception cannot apprehend or reveal mere being 
or^alone 
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Inference teaches difference : 

Just as perception is related to an object marked by difference, 
inference also is related to an object with difference. 

Inference (anumana) has for its source Pratyaksha. It is decided or 
inferred on the basis of what is seen. Therefore this also is related 
to an object marked by difference. 

Conclusion: 

A thing devoid of difference or attribute cannot be proved by 
any means of valid knowledge. 

Doctrine regarding consciousness 

There is distinction between consciousness and its objects. This is 
proved by perception. So it is concluded that consciousness itself 
is not mere being. The true meaning of swayam prakashatva or self 
luminocity of consciousness is as follows: 

This self - luminocity of consciousness is for the knowing .self 
at the time of revealing the object. But there is no such rule as to all 
consciousni. being self luminous. 

It cannot be argued that consciousness cannot become 
experienced. Consciousness is also an object of experience. If not, 
one's own past state or the conscious states of others would never 
become known. They are all objects of consciousness. They are 
not themselves consciousness. 

a. Consciousness is not eternal: 

The position of the advaitin that consciousness is self 
established and that it has no prior non existence is also not correct. 
It cannot be said that there is no origination of consciousness because 
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by consciousness itself we grasp the prior non-existence of that. 
There is no rule that consciousness should have only relation to 
things that exist at the same time with itself. If it were so then neither 
the past nor the future can become object of consciousness. It is 
only in perception that objects existing at the .same time along with 
the indriyas are perceived, but it is not the case with all 
consciousness. It is known from experience that consciousness 
grasps objects exi.sting at other times as in memory, inference, 
scripture and yogic perception. 

h. There is no consciousness without an object: 

Because we have never known any consciousne.ss of that kind, 
it is proved that consciousness necessarily illumines objects. If it 
is said that consciousness does not reveal any object then the self 
luminousness of consciousness cannot be established. Then it 
becomes unreal and imaginary'. 

c. At the time of deep sleep consciousness does not manifest 
itself 

After deep sleep, he says, 'for so long a time, I was not 
conscious of anything'. The consciousness of the "I' does persist 
but at that time there is no experience of any object. We stoutly 
refute the view that consciousness alone bereft of all objects and 
without a substratum exists in deep sleep. You cannot argue that 
Pure Consciousness itself constitutes the consciousness of the self 
because we prove that your Pure Consciousness also has a substrate. 

d. Consciousness is capable of change: 

Your argument that consciousness is not capable of any other 
change because it has not uthpatthi or origination is not correct. 
Even according to that condition we are seeing that things that have 
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no origin are subject to an end. Prior nonexistence is an example 
for this. The principle ofavidya is accepted by you as beginngless 
and it is subject to change and comes to an end when there is valid 
reaslisation. This also disapproves the above contention. 

t'. Even consciousness has attributes: 

Your argument that there is nothing that is an object of 
knowledge because they are objects and not attributes of 
consciousness - is also not tenable. It goes against your own doctrine 
that knowledge is having nityatva or etemality, swayam prakashatva 
or self luninousness and other attributes. These attributes are not in 
reality mere consciousness. Self luminousness means showing forth 
or being manifest by its own existence merely to its own Ashraya 
or substratum. 

Etemality means to continue through all times. Oneness means 
being qualified by number one. Though these attributes are taken as 
negative ones, still you cannot avoid the admission that they are 
attributes of consciousness. 

f. Consciousness is the attribute of a permanent conscious self 

Is consciousness proved or not? If it is proved it possesses 
attributes, if not it is a non-existent thing like sky flower and becomes 
imaginary. 

Consciousness which is termed as jnana, avagati, samvith, or 
anubhuti is a particular attribute belonging to a conscious self and 
necessarily related to an object, as in the judgement "I know the 
jar, I understand the matter". From this we can see that the subject 
of consciousness is permanent whereas its attribute that is 
consciousness, has origination, persistence and also destruction. 
There is recognition in the form - this very same thing was formerly 
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known by me. The permanency of ihc conscious subjecl is proved 
by this. The non permanency of consciousness is also proved by 
thoughts like "Now I know this”, "I knew this at a time". "I have 
lo.st knowledge of this", ptc. So, how can consciou.sness which 
changes every moment be admitted as the conscious subject? The 
fact of recognition becomes an impossibility if the changing 
consciousness is the self. Therefore consciousness is an attribute 
and no where do we come acro.ss consciousness devoid of object 
and subject. 

Thus, the argument that consciousness itself is the eternal .self, 
is refuted. 

The Ahamartha or the "I" is this se' and it is established by 
the thought "I know". If the "I" were not the self, then the self- 
revealedness of the Atman would not exist. This consciousness of 
the form of "I" separates the inward from the outward. Everyone is 
prompted by the thought of freeing oneself form all pain and gain 
endless delight. With this desire one studies the sacrea text. If 
moksha or release results in the destruction of the "I" no one would 
even speak of Moksha. No one will make an attempt to attain the 
state of some other consciousness that exits (even) after he has 
perished. "Moreover the existence of consciousness itself depends 
on its connection with a self. When that connection itself is dissolved, 
consciousness itself cannot be established. Therefore it is 
e,stablished that the "I" which is the knowing subject is the inward 
self. This is confirmed by the scriptures as etc. This 

"1", the knowing subject is self luminous. This means it has 
conciousness as its essential nature. 

The analogy of light and luminocity may be given to show the 
difference between the conscious self and its consciousness. 
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Although the substance is the same ie., thejas, it is in a double form 
as light and luminous matter, the luminous matter is called an 
attribute because it belongs to light. It has got illumining power 
because it lights up itself and other things. The light itself does not 
spread around to be called as luminocity. 

g. The Atman is a knower according to scriptures 

The self is in its essential nature of the form of consciousness 
and it has chaitanya or consciousness for its quality. There are many 
scriptural texts to show this double nature of the Atman. The Atman 
is like a mass of salt without an inside or an outside, being always 
a mass of consciousness. He is crystallised consciousness 
(Vijnanaghana). "There is no destruction of the knowing of the 
knower", (Br.up.4-3-14) He who knows as "I smell this", is the 
self." (Ch.up.8-12-4) "It is he, who sees, hears, smells, tastes, thinks, 
considers, acts", "That is the Purusha, the Vijnanatma", (Br.up.4-9) 
"whereby should one know the knower" (Br.upS-1-15). 

On account of these pramanas, it is to be known that the self- 
luminous atman is not mere consciousness but also a knower. 
Moreover, grammarians declare that words like consciousness or 
knowledge are relative. These words like "He knows' are not used 
in ordinary language or in Vedic language without reference to a 
subject and an object. 

h. By mere ajadathva or intelligent nature consciousness cannot 
be the Atman: 

We ask what you understand by the term ajadathva? If you say 
it is "luminousness due to the being of the thing itself, we point out 
that this definition includes lamps and similar things also. You do 
not admit light as an attribute different from consciousness itself. 
So this definition is not appropriate. 
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You may define ajadathva as "being of that nature that light is 
always present without any exception". This definition includes, 
we point out, pleasure, pain and similar states. If you further argue 
that pleasure and others are non-intelligent or jada for the reason 
that they shine forth to something other than them.selves just like 
jars etc., we reply that it is not so. We ask whether knowledge 
appears to itself. This knowledge also appears to some one else 
namely Ahamartha. This is also similar to the fact of sukha, dukha 
showing to oneself. 

The judgement "I know' is not in any way different from the 
statement "I am happy". Therefore this Samvith (consciousness) 
will not fulfill the definition of Ajadthva or self-lumniocity of the 
nature of revealing to itself. Therefore, the Ahamartha or the "I" 
which is proved to itself by its being is the Atman. The illumination 
of knowledge also depends altogether on its connection with the 
knowing "self that is the "I". 

i. Substantive and Attributive Consciousness: 

Substantive consciousness knows itself. It cannot show others. 
Attributive consciousness (anubhuti) cannot know itself but it shows 
itself and other things to the knowing self 

This attributive consciousness is inseparably related to the 
substantive self The attributive consciousness is subject to increase 
and decrease whereas substantive con.sciousness is not having any 
change whatsoever. 

The manifestation of knowership is not false and the argument 
that knowership is in Ahankara, the evolute of or unmanifested 

is not correct. 
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Your argument that knowership, which is of the form of the 
subject of the action of knowing, has not happened to the Atman 
who is immutable - is also not correct, because the Ahankaraof the 
form of Anthahkarana is also non-sentient and is the effect of matter. 
It is inert, it is not self-aware, it is an object of experience. Therefore, 
it is just like the non-sentiment body itself. But jnathrthva or 
knowership is the unique characteristic of the .sentiment Atman, 

This knowership is not of the nature of change. Knowership 
means to be The resort for the attribute of knowledge. This 
knowledge is the natural and inseparable attribute of the eternal 
Atman. This is the essential quality of the eternal self and therefore 
it is also eternal. The sutras declare that the Atman is eternal and 
that he has knowership. The Atman is of the nature of consciousness 
and he is also an Ashraya for consciousness. This attributive 
consciousness is subject to expansion and contraction. 

j. Jnathrthva or knowership cannot be attributed to Ahankara 
on account of contact and others of the Chetana. 

Ahankara or Anthahkarana is inert or jada. It cannot be said 
that this Ahankara gains jnathrthva or knowership on account of the 
shadow of consciousness falling on it. 

We ask whether you mean the shadow of Ahankara falls on 
consciousness or the shadow of consciousness falls on Ahankara? 

First of all it is not the shadow of Ahankara on Samvith, 
because you have not admitted knowership to consciousness nor is 
it the shadow of consciousness on Ahankara because the non-sentient 
Ahankara cannot at all have the possibility of jnathrthva. Moreover 
both these are subtle and imperceptible. So, you cannot posit the 
theory of shadows. A shadow cannot be thought of in respect of 
things that are imperceptible, nor can you put forward the theory 
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that on account of the contact of the sentient, the non-sentient 
Ahankaragets knowership. If consciousness has really knowership, 
it can be transmitted to the non-sentient Ahankara. But, you have 
not admitted the real knowership to consciousness. How can the 
Ahankara get knowership from the contact of con.sciousness? 

In the same way, the Ahankara which is of the nature of jada 
can never illimmie Ihc self-lu '.inous Atman. Your argument that 
"Knowership is not found really in both of the.se but Ahankara 
illumines consciousne.ss even as a mirror is going to illumine, is 
also unsound because, just as a piece of charcoal cannot illumine 
the sun, Ahankara also cannot illumine the unborn, eternal Atman. 
In that case Anubuthi will have to lose its character. So, it cannot 
be argued that Ahankara illumines the conscious Atman. 

Conclusion: 

It is to be admitted that the Ahafnartha or the self itself, by 
inherent nature is the knowcr. Mere consciousness is not the 
Pratyagatma. If the self has not self-luminocity of the form of "I", 
even consciousness will not have self revelation. 

k. The conscious subject persists in the state of deep sleep and 
also in the state of Release or Moksha. 

In the state of Deep Sleep, the mind is covered by tamas and 
there is no consciousness of external objects. The "I" also is not 
distinctly and clearly presented. But even in that state the Ahambhava 
will not be absent, as is in the ca.se of your Anubhuti akso. A person 
who wakes from Deep Sleep never refers to the state of 
consciousness in the state of Deep Sleep as, "I was pure 
consciousness witnessing nescience", but he says "I slept well". 
From this, it becomes clear that even during the .state of Deep Sleep 
the "I" was a knowing subject and a knower of sukha. 
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Does he not reflect "I" was for such time conscious of nothing'.’ 
"What does this imply?" 

If you say this statement implies negation of everything. We 
answer certainly not so. Becau.se the statement "I was not conscious' 
implies that the knowingpersisted and the negation is related to 
only the objects of knowledge. So it cannot be held that the knower 
is negated in the state of Deep Sleep. 

It may be further argued thus - in the judgement "I weis not 
conscious of myself then, it is understood that the "I" did not persist 
in deep sleep. 

We say this is a contradictory statement. 

Do you know what is negated by the term "of myself? 

It is not the knowing "I" itself that is negated, but the 
distinctions of caste, condition of life and others which belong to 
the "r at the time of waking. 

Secondly, you say that the self is the witnessing principle in 
Deep Sleep (Sakshi). What is the meaning of the word Sakshi? 

One who does not know cannot be a witness. Therefore, mere 
knowledge is not called a witness either by the scriptures or in an 
ordinary language. Therefore, it becomes established that the self 
shines forth as a knower even in Deep Sleep. 

/. Ahamartha persists even in Moksha: 

The argument that the consciousness of the "I" does not persist 
in the state of Moksha is also not appropriate. If it really happens, 
then the final release will be nothing other than the destruction of 
the self. 
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The Ahamartha is not a mere attribute of the self. If it were so, 
it could have been said that even after the destruction of Ahamartha, 
the "I* would continue. 

The Ahamartha is the very essential nature of the Atman. Jnana 
is its attribute. If one were to understand that he himself would not 
be there in the state of release gained through the performance of 
spiritual discipline, he would certainly turn away from even the 
speaking of Moksha. In such a case the whole scriptural teaching 
would lose its value. You cannot perhaps argue that mere 
consciousness would persist even in the state of release. Even this 
will not improve your case. No one will be enthusiastic to exert 
himself under the influence of the idea that some entity called as 
F*ure Light will remain even after he himself has perished. Therefore, 
the knower itself is the Ahamartha. 

On account of the following proofs it should be known that the 
self conscious "I" persists in liberation. 

1. Just because the inward self appears to itself it will not be 
subjected to ignorance or migration. Because, self awareness 
is not the cause of ignorance. Not knowing this essential nature 
of the self or knowing it otherwise may be the cause of migration. 
The "I" constitutes the very nature of the self. So, it destroys 
ignorance and migration. 

2. The released souls like Vamadeva and others enjoyed the 
consciousness of the form "I" according to scriptures. 

3. Even the highest Brahman conceived as Pure Being declares 
"May I become many". 

4. Even the Geetha points out the same Truth. The statement of 
the Lord is as follows: 
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"I am the source and destruction of the whole world" 

"I know the things past" etc. 

So, it is to be understood that the Ahamartha persists in Moksha 

also. 

m. The argument of Ramanuja affirming that Brahman according 
to the scriptures is not devoid of all differences: 

The scriptural statements like "The Being only was this in the 
beginning" affirms that Brahman is necessarily qualified by a host 
of attributes, because the knowledge of one leads to the knowledge 
of all - is the preposition that is illustrated there.' It proves that 
Brahman is the material cause and the instrumental cause of this 
universe. The qualities of He is the omniscient, omnipotent and 
has the qualities of True Will and True Desire. The fact of his 
immanence in all and the fact of His being the support and ruler of 
everything, have been suggested by that text. And then finally the 
father teaches Shvethaketu that Brahman is the "self of all". All this 
has been expounded in Vedartha Sangraha by Ramanuja. The terms 
Satya, jnana and Anantha affirm the fact of Brahman being qualified 
by a host of auspicious qualities that are mutually not-contradictory. 
Mutually non-contradictory attributes certainly do qualify the one 
and the same entity. The term "Non-second" does not also establish 
the non-second nature of Reality but the intention of this term is to 
establish the fact that Brahman has wonderful powers and that it 
does not depend upon some other operative cause for creating this 
universe. From all these it becomes established that Brahman is 
necessarily characterised by all qualities. 

o. There is no contradiction between the Saguna and Nirguna 
Statements 

It cannot be argued that the texts like "Nirguna', "Niranjana', 
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"Nishkala' etc., deny Brahman of all qualities because they relate 
to different things altogether. The Saguna texts proclaim the infinite 
nature of Brahman's auspicious qualities. The Nirguna texts deny 
all qualities of a defiling nature as related to Brahman. Any kind of 
taint of imperfection is thereby denied. The Chandogya text 
describing eight qualities to Brahman negate all imperfections by 
the first six terms such as Apahathapapmatva and others and by the 
last two attributes Satya Kama and Satya Sankalpa all auspicious 
qualities are affirmed. 

o. Refutation of the Doctrine of Avidya 

1. Ramanuja has examined the doctrine of Avidya posited by 
Advaitins and has raised seven objections against that theory and 
has proved that such an indefinable principle of Nescience is 
untenable. The first of these incompatibilities is called 
Ashrayanupapatthi . Avidya has to take some resort for its 
functioning. Ramanuja points out that it cannot have the jeeva as its 
ashraya because the jeevatman is imagined on account of Avidya. 
Nor, can it be said that ignorance is in Brahman because the nature 
of Brahman is eternal self-luminous intelligence. Avidya cannot 
reside with the ever self-luminous Brahman. If it is argued that 
ignorance will be terminated by knowledge it is pointed out that 
such an ignorance cannot be terminated by anything if that unreal 
Nescience is going to cloud Brahman of the nature of consciousness. 
It becomes established that Brahman which is of the nature of 
consciousness cannot be the locus of ignorance nor can the jeevatman 
be the locus of ignorance. 

2. Thirodhana Anupapatthi 

The incompatibility of hiding the nature of Brahman by 
ignorance: 
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If it is argued that the illumining nature of Brahman is covered 
by ignorance, we say that it is amounting to the very destruction of 
the essential nature of Brahman. What do you mean by the stultifying 
of illumination? It must be obstruction to the creation of illumination 
or it must be destruction of illumination that is existing. In any case 
the destruction of the essential nature of Brahman is unavoidable. 

3. Swarupa Anupapatthi 

It is to be explained whether this defect of the form of Ajnana 
which is affecting Brahman, which is consciousness and which is 
independent and self luminous is real or unreal. This obscuring 
principle is not real because you have not accepted like that. Nor it 
is unreal. Then it will have to be admitted that it would be appearing 
as either the seer or as something seen or as the form of knowledge. 
It is not accepted as the witness because there is no witness other 
than Brahman for you. As the knower and object of knowledge and 
witness limited by them are imaginary, there will be the need of 
accepting another defect and it leads to the fallacy of Regresses in 
infinitum. You cannot say that Brahman itself is the defect. Then it 
leads to the event of Anirmoksha. So you cannot manage the fact of 
illusion without accepting a real defect or fault other than Brahman. 

4. Anirvachaniya Anupapatthi 

The incompatibility of indescribability 

You say that the principle of Ne.science is not definable. What 
do you mean by this? 

If you say that it is something distinct from Sat or Asat, we say 
that there is nothing to prove an entity of such kind. All entities are 
to be understood according to their apprehensions, and 
apprehensions will be in the form of existing or in the form of non- 
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existing. It cannot be said that an object can be known as distinct 
from existing or non-existing. 

5. Pramananupapatthi 

It is said that Avidya is Bhavaropa and consists or perceptual 
knowledge and inference. Ramanuja examines this concept of the 
root-cause of Avidya and proves that it cannot be proved that there 
is such ignorance which is Bhavaroopa. This kind of ignorance of 
the nature of Bhavaroopa cannot be known by Pratyaksha nor by 
inferential proof. Does this concealing power exist and operate 
prior to world experience or later? It cannot be said that there will 
be experience of Avidya in an unconditional consciousness. 

Ramanuja says that it is impossible to posit illusion because it 
is known as illusion and it is corrected later. Ramanuja proves that 
all awareness is awareness of the real and there cannot be illusion 
of this type. 

6. Nivrthyanupapatlhi 

The incompatibility of destruction of ignorance 

Bondage is real and it cannot be terminated by the knowledge 
of oneness of the Atman. Ignorance is in a self-contradictory position 
and something which is non-existent cannot be said to be destroyed. 
If you say that Avidya has the status of something that "is", then we 
ask how does it stand in relation to Brahman. 

If you say it does not exist then destruction of Avidya would 
amount to nothing and the effects of Avidya as experienced now 
would continue eternally. 

7. Nivarthaka Anupapatthi: 

What is the means that destroys Avidva ? 
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If you say that it is knowledge of oneness of the Atman then we 
point out that it is also within the sphere of phenomenal or 
Vyavaharika Mithya, and it itself has to be destroyed by another 
factor, even as Avidya needs something for its destruction. It cannot 
be said that this knowledge destroys Avidya and that it destroys 
itself also. Even then it is just unreal and as such there is need for 
destruction of illusion or its termination. There will be a confusion 
which leads to Anavastha. So it cannot be said in your case that 
there is something which terminates Avidya. 

The Upanishadic statements do not posit an indeterminate 
Reality. 

The statement of the Chandogya that Sat alone existed in the 
beginning is not in favour of Nirvishesha Vastu or attribute less 
Reality, because this term "Sat" is described as the material cause 
as well as the Instrumental Cause of this universe. It is the support 
of all. It is the Ruler of all and it is the inner self of all entities. This 
truth of Brahman being the inner self of all entities is applied in the 
case of S vethaketu and the statement "That Thou Art" declares that 
Svetaketu is one that has that Brahman as his inner self. So the 
statement of Chandogya does not favour the advaita doctrine. 

The Thaithiriya describes Brahman as Satyam, Jnanam and 
Anantham. This also is describing Brahman as qualified by many 
attributes. Different attributes that are mutually non-contradictory 
do qualify the sama entity according to the rule of co-ordinaton. 
Every term has got its own primary meaning and the word "Satyam' 
declares that Brahman is existing independently and the word 
Jnanam declares that it is qualified by consciousness and the word 
anantham defines Brahman positively as one not limited by time, 
space or any other entity. To say that these terms are negating the 
opposite of their meaning, namely, that which is other than the untrue 
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etc., does not at all point out the essential nature of Reality. So this 
posits a qualified entity. 

The term, "the one non-second" also affirms that Brahman 
qualified by wonderful powers is both the material cause as well 
as the Instrumental Cause of this universe. The "one alone' affirms 
that it is the material cause. The other one "non-second’ negates the 
existence of any other Instrumental Cause. So it affirms that Brahman 
alone is both the material cause and the instrumental cause. 

The Upanishadic statements positing Sagunatva and 
Nirgunatva are also non-contradictory. It cannot be said that the 
Nirguna Vakyas cancel Sagunavakyas. The principle of Apaccheda 
does not apply in this case as there is no specific order in the 
narration of these two types of statements. The statements like 
Nirguna, Niranjana, Nishkriya etc. are related to defiling qualities 
and are not negating the auspicious qualities that have been described 
of Brahman. All statements of the Sruti are equally authoritative 
and it cannot be said that some srutis cancel or supercede other 
srutis. The Saguna Vakyas and Nirguna Vakyas relate to different 
things and therefore one is not opposed to the other. In the famous 
statement etc, the first six such as 

Apahatapapmatva and others negate all inauspicious qualities of 
Brahman and the last two namely Satyakama and Satyasankalpa 
ordain auspicious qualities to Brahman. These two sets of qualities 
thus relate to different areas and they do not declare that Brahman 
is unqualified. 

The Thaittiriya Upanishad declares that the qualities of 
Brahman are infinite. A gradation of bliss is attempted there 
beginning with the bliss of a human being and various other Anandas 
of different persons like Indra, Prajapathi, etc., as hundred fold of 
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the earlier one and in the end concludes that the bliss of Brahman 
is infinite and that the mind and speech turn back from that without 
reaching it. This statement does not mean that Brahman is 
unknowable, or unspeakable but it points out that the bliss of 
Brahman, as it is infinite, cannot be known in its totality, nor spoken 
of in its totality. So, it cannot be mentioned that Brahman is not an 
object of knowledge. There are several statements in the Upanishads 
such as 'The knower of Brahman attains Brahman". 'If one knows 
Brahman he becomes Brahman’, 'one becomes Asat or equal to 
non-existence if he does not know Braman or Sat' - that ordain that 
one should know Brahman. So, it is seen that Brahman should be 
known and meditated upon for gaining liberation. So the Sruti 
declares that" Brahman cannot be known as this much". 

The statement of the Taittircya that ‘ Brahman is Bliss’ 
) does not declare that Brahman is of the qature of mere 
Bliss. Brahman is an Ashraya or abode of knowledge and bliss. It 
is also of the essential nature of knowledge and bliss. Ananda is 
knowledge that is agreeable. The meaning of the statement is that 
Brahman possesses Ananda. Various scriptural statements declare 
that Brahman is having knowership also in addition to its being of 
the nature of knowledge. The statement “ The knower of the bliss 
of Brahman” clearly declares that Brahman is different from the 
Bliss. He is having Ananda or Bliss in an infinite measure. 

The scriptural statements negating duality are also to be 
examined in their proper perspective. Statements like 

(there is not even a little of plurality) “When everything has 
become the Atman for him what does he see with What?” and other 
such statements do not negate duality itsel f summarily. The meaning 
of these statements must be known in relation to hosts of other 
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statements ordaining differences and duality. The plurality that is 
negated here is plurality that is outside the immanence of Brahman. 
As the entire universe is the effect of Brahman and as the one non - 
second Brahman is the internal controller of every other entity, and 
as it is the one entity in and through all multiplicity, the Sruti says 
that there is no second thing that is not Brahmatmakam or ensouled 
by Brahman. So, Abrahmatmaka nanatva - plurality of things not 
ensouled by Brahman is duly negated and this scriptural statement 
is not negating the plurality itself of things but only plurality of 
sentient and non - sentient things that are not ensouled by Brahman. 

The statement of Taittireya that one who makes a little 
difference gets fear etc. also is to be understood properly. This 
statement does not ordain that one should not see even a little of 
difference because the Upanishad ordains that one should meditate 
upon Brahman as all things are bom, are living in, and are withdrawn 
into Brahman and that everything is Brahman. This statement teaches 
that Brahman is the inner self of the universe. So, the meaning of 
the Taittireya text is that one should never cease even for a moment, 
thinking of Brahman. From this general survey it may be concluded 
that the Upanishads are not favouring the doctrine of Nirguna 
Brahman or negation of plurality. But it is seen that all these entities 
form the glory of that one non - second Brahman. The same 
conclusion can be drawn from a close study of the various srutis 
and puranas. The Bhagavadgita, the Vishnupurana and other 
supporting authorities are in the same way affirming the Reality of 
plurality and characterised nature of Brahman. 

Even the Puranas and especially some statements of 
Vishnupurana that are appearing as favouring advaitha are, when 
closely examined, according to the context, expounding only duality. 
To quote one or two such statements, we may think of a statement in 
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Vishnupurana which says “ You alone are the one ultimate Reality”. 
(V.R I -4-38). The import of this statement is that as the sentient and 
the non - sentient are pervaded by the one Supreme Paranatman, he 
is in fact the one Reality. The same text says “ all this is your glory 
as you pervade all this”. This explanation only emphasises the 
greatness of Brahman that pervades in and through all this 
multiplicity and uses all that for its own purposes. Otherwise the 
statement ‘ You are the Lord of this universe’ becomes futile. The 
puranas ought to have said in that case “ All4his is your illusion”, 
but it is not said so. 

The Knowledge of the one Atman who is in all bodies' - is 
another statement found in Vishnupurana. This statement is affirming 
that all Atmans are of the same nature of consciousness and they 
are similar. The various bodies of Gods, men and animals that are 
appearing variedly are not realities. But the Atmans residing in 
such different types of bodies are of the same nature. Here the 
plurality of the atmans is not negated but the plurality of various 
types of bodies is said to be unreal. 

The verse c^(V. P. 2-16-23) does not also negate 

duality affirming unity. As all Atmans are of the nature of knowledge 
the words and r^also signify that nature of knowledge and 
declares that one should not have the illusion of one Atman being 
different from the other in nature. If this were not the meaning the 
words like ‘I’, ‘you’ would have not at all been used. This verse 
declares that the Atman is different from body and all Atmans are 
of the same nature of knowledge. 

Even the verse ‘ignorance the cause for difference’ (V.P. 6-7- 
96) is not establishing unity between Jeevatman and Paramatman. 
The scriptures declare difference between these two. ‘‘The two 
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birds are pirching on the same tree. One enjoys the fruits of kanna 
and the other is shining out without eating” - expressly declares 
difference between Jeevatman and Paramatman. So the teaching of 
the Puranas is also not in favour of oneness between Jeevatman 
and Paramatman. 

There is no unity between Jivatman and Paramatman in mukti 

The liberated soul does not become one with Brahman because 
Brahman is ever pure and jeevatman is subjected to ignorance. 
The liberated soul gains all the nature of Brahman and becomes 
similar to him. The eight cardinal virtues manifest in that stage. 
The Sutrakara declares that the glory of the liberated soul is bereft 
of the function of creation of the universe and others. He has got 
similarity in the aspect of experiencing Brahman. The scriptures 
declare that a meditator on Brahman attains Brahman and that he 
enjoys all the auspicious qualities of Brahman. It is said that the 
liberated attains perfect similarity with Brahman. The Upanishads 
prescribe meditation on Brahman and the auspicious qualities of 
Bliss and others are also to be meditated, upon. Brahman is 
therefore certainly saguna. There are many modes of meditation 
and an aspirant can choose any one of them for attainment of 
Brahman, because all these meditations have the same phala or 
fruit. The statements of the scriptures and the Vishnu Purana 
suggesting non - difference are to be understood as pointing out the 
fact that the liberated soul attains the nature of Brahman in full 
measure and therefore finds no difference in nature between himself 
and Brahman. 

As Brahman is the inner self of all entities and is signified by 
all terms, all terms connote Brahman only in the ultimate analysis. 
So, in fact, the reality is the one Brahman alone that is characterised 
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by all entities that are its bodies and in this sense the Gita and sone 
of the scriptural statements declare‘ I am all and all this is atman’. 

AH knowledge is Real 

There is no aspect of illusion at all. Whatever is perceived at 
the time of perception is also real. This world is n^al in all its 
levels and in all states. The fact of silver in nacre sl'toll is also a 
reality because everything exists in everything on account of the 
principle of Trivrth karana or Panchikarana. Silver and others are 
in very small proportion in the nacre and others, and the cause of 
the non - apprehesion of the entity and its difference from silver is 
the cause of taking it as silver. So this cognition is Real and of the 
Real. 

Even the experience of dream is real and this is caused by the 
all Supreme Lord to such individuals only to last for such periods 
as related to such objects. The Brihadaranyakopanishad says that 
in dream there are no chariots, no horses, there are no paths. There 
is no joy, but all these are created and He, the Lord is the creator. 
He who goes on creating like this all these dream objects according 
to the past karmas of the respective individuals is the Pure Brahman. 
This kind of wonderful creation cannot be accounted as caused by 
the Jeeva. All this is created by the Creator of the universe. The 
fruits of petty punya and papa are thus granted and disposed off by 
the Lord in dream. The yellow conch illusion is also real because 
according to the principle of quintuplication, everything exists in 
everything. The bile and the yellow colour of the like covers the 
white conch and so the white conch appears as though smeared by 
yellow colour. As it is very subtle, it is not noticed by others, but 
that particular person notices it as yellow. 

There is absolutely no illusion according to this school. Even 
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the mirage has a very small portion of water and due to non - 
apprehension of the other elements on account of the defect of the 
indriyas one cognises water there. This cognition is real. Similarly 
the fire brand also is the cognition of the real. The torch will be 
moving round and round and every point of the fire-wheel is 
associated really with the torch and the interval between one point 
and another point is not noticed. Therefore, this congition is also 
of the real. Even the cognition of the double moon is the cognition 
of the real because there will be two occular collocations on account 
of the pressing of the eye with the thumb. One samagri or collocation 
grasps the moon as it is whereas the other one will have a vitiated 
course and grasps the moon as though in a different place. But the 
cognition at that time is real and the double formation of the image 
of the moon is also real. It can be concluded that according to 
Ramanuja, the theory of knowledge can be stated as the knowledge 
of the real and it is called ‘ Sat Khyati. 

Ignorance that is indescribable is not described in the scriptures: 

The scriptures do not ordain ignorance that is indescribable. 
This statement does not say indescribable ignorance. 

31^ is something other than (^). Rita means according to the 
Veda - Karma. The Katha statement ‘ the two drinking Rita ^ 
‘Clearly says that Rita is Karma. That karma which is of the 
form of worship of the Lord and which is done without any desire 
in the fruits thereof and which has the attainment of paramatman as 
the goal is called Rita here. That which is opposed to this and 
which ends in worldly benefits and which is opposed to attainment 
of Brahman is Anrtha. 

“Then there was neither Sat nor Asat “ is another statement of 
the Veda. Here the word ‘ Asat does not mean total non - existence. 
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Both the sentient and the non - sentient were at the time of 
dissolution as if non - existent on account of the absence of the 
division into names and forms. The Sat and the Tyath are described 
as becoming one with Tamas which is the collective form of the 
non - manifested. This statement does not describe the fact of 
indescribability. The declaration of the subala Upanishid that 'the 
Avyakta (unmanifested) merges in Akshara and Akshara merges in 
Tamas and Tamas becomes one with the Supreme Lord’ also 
declares the same thing. 

You may say that the subtle state of Prakrti is called by the 
word Tamas and that it is indescribable as the Upanished says that 
‘ one should know maya as Prakrti’. But it is not so. The word 
maya does not describe the indescribable. The word maya does 
not signify in every context the unreal one. This word is used to 
signify the real weapons and powers of the Asuras and Rakshasas. 
The Vishnupurana says that the thousand mayas of Shambara were 
destroyed by the disc of the Lord. Prakrthi is called maya because 
it is creating wonderful things. The sruti point out that prakrthi called 
by the word maya creates many wonderful things. The Lord is 
called mayin because he is possessing that wonderful power and 
not because he is ignorant. It is understood in the same way in the 
statement namely “ when the Jeeva wakes up from the slumber due 
to beginning less maya. I 

Even the statement that ‘ Indra takes upon himself many forms 
on account of maya' mentions his wonderful power. That is why in 
the next mantra it points out that he shines out like Tvashtr. 

One who is overpowered by ignorance will never shine out. 
Even in the Gita the statement “ My Maya is not easy of being 
crossed over” does not signify the unreal because it is there alone 
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pointed out that this Maya is 'Gunamayi'. From this also it must be 
understood that maya means matter having the three Gunas. 
Therefore the Sruti does not teach indescribable ignorance. 

You may say that the teaching of the Upanishad 
(That thou Art') declares identity between Jeeva and Brahman and 
therefore we have to imagine ignorance. 

Brahman cannot be Jeeva in its nature and so ignorance is to 
be imagined, you may argue. This argument also is not valid. Just 
to describe oneness of Brahman you should not imagine Ajnana or 
Avidya. The word “Thou “ also signifies Brahman in the ultimate 
analysis as the Jeeva happens to be ensouled by Brahman. 

Brahman entered into this through the Jeeva and brought about 
the classification of names and forms. All terms signify the Atman 
through the body and as Brahman is the inner Atman of all entities, 
all words signify Brahman alone in the primary sense. When the 
power of denotation is limited the words may relate to other objects 
also. So there is no reason to imagine nescience to justify the 
statement "That Thou Art". 

Even the Ithihasas and Puranas do not anywhere mention 
Nescience to Brahman. The Vishnu Purana does however describe 
that there is nothing other than Vijnana but the meaning of this 
statement has to be decided according to the context there. Before 
making this statement the Purana says that all this universe having 
mountains, oceans and others was evolved from water which is the 
body of Vishnu. This clearly says that the entire universe is the 
body of Vishnu and Vishnu is the atman of all this. So the next 
statement saying that everything is Vishnu means that Vishnu is the 
inner self of all entities. 
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The Achit or non - sentient material undergoes change every 
moment and is rightly called as ‘Nasti ‘ or that which is not. From 
this point of view it must be understood that the Achith is not of the 
same form always. It does not mean that the Achith does not exist 
at all. Therefore, the Achith is not called by the word at any 
time because it is different from the Atman which is of the form of 
consciousness. The At man is Vijnana and it is always having the 
nature of consciousness. So, there is nothing wrong in saying 
‘Vijnana alone is the reality ‘. It is called by the name 3?!^ because 
its nature never changes at any time. 

Having examined the arguments of the school of advaita 
elaborately, Ramanuja expounds the fundamentals of Vedanta as he 
understands. 

1. Harmony to be understood amongst the various kinds of 
scriptural statements. 

The various Sruti Vakyas or scriptural statements state clearly 
the difference and distinction between the sentient and the non - 
sentient on one hand and the sentient and the Supreme Brahman on 
the other hand. The three entities Achith, Chith and Iswara are called 
as Bhogya, Bhoktha and Ishitha. The texts declare 

that the one lord who transcends the other two, rules over them and 
uses them for his own puiposes. He is declared to be the first 
cause. Matter is having the three Gunas namely Satwa, Rajas and 
Thamas, and that matter undergoes change and evolves into the 
form of the universe on account of the will of Ishwara. The sentient 
beings are also infinite in number and they are of the nature of 
knowledge and they have also the quality of consciousness and 
their existence, nature and functioning are subordinated to the will 
of the Lord. According to Ramanuja, there is no contradiction 
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between the difTercnt kinds ot'Srutis. Statements of duality describe 
the different nature of Achit, Chit and Eshwara where as the 
statements of unity describe that Isvara or Brahman is the one and 
non-second entity indwelling in all different entities as their inner 
self. 


2. Brahman alone is in the state of cause and in the state of 
effect. 

The supreme Bramhan is in the causal state when it is qualified 
by the Chit and the Achit in the subtle form. When Brahman wills to 
become many he makes the Chit and Achit assume the gross state 
and even in this state he remains to be the inmost self of all those 
entities. In creation achit undergoes transformation and assumes 
the various forms of the universe. The chit does not undergo 
transformation just like matter but there is expansion or contraction 
of consciousness which happens to be the attribute of the chit. All 
this happens according to the will of Ishwara and Ishwara is 
qualified by the Chit and the Achit in both the states. He is pure 
and without any modification. He is avikara, and nitya. These two 
entities happen to be the body of Iswara and Ishwara is never 
tainted by modifications of the body. The body is that which is 
invariably supported, ruled over and used for its own purposes by 
achetana. The analogy of our At man and body may be given as an 
example. Our body is invariably supported by our Atman, ruled 
over by our atman and used for the purposes of our atman. The 
same kind of relationship exists between paramatman and the 
Jeevatman as well as non - sentient matter. So Paramatman or 
Brahman qualified by his body, the Chit and the achit is the one non 
- second entity and it is in this sense the scriptures describe that the 
reality is one and non - second. Though in the composite form 
Brahman is one along with the chit and the achit, there are differences 
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in nature amongst the three entities as pointed out above. So oneness 
is to be understood as oneness of Brahman as qualified by chit and 
achit and this kind of oneness never contradicts the existence of the 
Jeevatman and matter. The statements of plurality relate to 
individual natures whereas the statements of unity describes the 
oneness of Brahman. This is the teaching of the Sruti, Smriti, 
Ithihasa and Puranas. 

2. No differenciation between Paramarthika and Vyavaharika 

The view point of advaitins that the statements of plurality 
relate to empirical existence which is unreal and that the statement 
of unity negate them as they are of ultimate authority - is not accepted 
by Ramanuja. 

Ramanuja says that there is no Pramana either in the scriptures 
or in the Smriti to support this view. The statements of the Sruti are 
all valid and there is no rea.son or justification to take some of them 
as related to the unreal emperical status. 

There is no authority to take the world here as unreal. The 
statements of identity such as ‘ Tat Tvam Asi’ etc. are to be 
understood in the light of the most of other Vedic statements. The 
Vedas do not posit things to negate them subsequently. The entire 
mass of scripture is real and authoritative. So, this kind of division 
of emperical reality and ultimate reality is not justified. Similarly 
there is no authority to establish that Brahman which is supreme is 
appearing as qualified by qualities due to nescience. The doctrine 
of undifferentiated Brahman is nowhere suggested in the scriptures. 
Brahman is necessarily saguna and it has been already pointed out 
that such Brahman cannot be limited by ignorance. The same kind 
of argument holds good regarding the concepts of Saguna and 
Nirguna. All these differences are wholly unjustified and opposed 
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to the teaching of the Vedas. So, it becomes established that Brahman 
which is the same as Eshwara is the one non - second reality that is 
qualified by infinite auspicious qualities and that itself is the inner 
self of all other entities. Ramanuja has thus expounded the essential 
nature of Brahman and the means of attainment of Brahman in the 
light of the scriptural statements. 

Now he takes the main issue of the first sutra. 

The subject matter of discussion here is whether one should 
make an enquiry into Brahman or not? 

When a person makes an enquiry into karma and understands 
that the results of Karma are little and non - eternal he would like 
to gain something which is great and eternal. So, after making an 
enquiry into Karma, and being endowed with this kind of dispassion 
one should make an enquiry into Brahman. 

An Objection is raised here. 

Here the poorvamimamssaka is raising an objection. He says 
the words have no power to signify the existing objects. They are 
always having Karyartha or the sense of signifying action. The 
words are not at all having that independent power of denoting 
existing objects or Siddhavastu. So all knowledge should result in 
action. Even the knowledge of At man and other things are meant 
for helping one to do action in the right manner. When Veda has no 
power to signify Brahman there is no possibility of making an 
enquiry into Brahman. 

ANSWER: 

An enquiry into Brahman ought to be done for attaining the 
highest good. It is found by experience that words are denoting 
their meanings leading to understanding of all existing things. The 
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view point that all words (sabdas) denote only an aloukika meaning 
named Karyartha is not to be entertained. We are seeing how 
children understand the relationship of the words and their meanings 
by pointing out to objects such as the cow, man, mother, father, 
animals, birds, etc. Again and again the objects are pointed out 
with the finger and the words pronounced and gradually children 
understand the meaning of those words as related to those existing 
objects. They also u.se .sentences to make these meanings clear to 
the children. Even otherwise the relationship of words and 
meanings is taught. Some one makes ge.stures and asks one to convey 
it to another that his father is well, the person uses those words 
namely your father is well, the person who is by his side understands 
the meanings by the gestures as well as by the words used by him. 
In all these usages words signify .existing objects. So, it cannot be 
argued that words have only Karyartha. It is to be concluded that 
the Upanishads signify Brahman and therefore an enquiry into 
Brahman is to be undertaken. 

Second Adhikarana 

In the first section the Sutrakara establishes that Brahman, an 
existing reality (Siddhavastu) is signified by Sabda or word and 
therefore an enquiry into Brahman has to be made. In the second 
Section it is explained that it is possible to define Brahman. It is 
necessary that we should have an understanding of the nature of 
Brahman before making an enquiry into it^^nd if it is not possible of 
definition then there would be no occasion at all for making an 
enquiry into Brahman. So the Sutrakara defines Brahman in the 
very second Sutra. 
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Brahman is that from which the origination and others of 
this universe happens. 

The Poorvapaksha or Prima facie view claims that Brahman 
cannot be defined by the scriptural statements of Taithiriya namely, 
“That from which all these beings are bom, that on account of which 
all these are sustained and that into which all these are withdrawn 
at the end, is Brahman. That is to be known” The argument of the 
objector is that the attributes have separative or distinctive functions 
and there will be the eventuality of plurality on the part of Brahman, 
in accordance with the very many attributes. He is of the opinion 
that one cannot formulate an idea that Brahman being one and the 
same is qualified by all these differentiating attributes such as the 
cause of origination, sustenance and destmetion of the universe. If 
it could be verified that the entity is one and the same from different 
proofs it could have been a proper definition, but it is not so. A 
cow qualified by broken horns or full horns or without horns cannot 
be said to be the same. Just because they are all qualifying a cow. 
So, each of these attributers or all these attributers taken together 
cannot define Brahman. It cannot be said that by upalakshana or 
even secondary marks these can define Brahman because its nature 
is not known in any form earlier. Therefore, Brahman cannot be 
defined by these statements. 

It cannot be even argued that the fact of being the cause of 
creation and others can be upalakshana as the nature of Brahman is 
already known by the statement Sathyam, Jnanam, Anantham 
Brahma. Because these two statements of definition of Brahman 
have mutual dependence. Brahman cannot be defined. Brahma 
Jignasa or an enquiry into Brahman need not be taken. 

REPLY: 

This Sutra sets aside this objection and declares that Brahman 
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can be defined by the scriptural statement of Taittiriya. The terms 
‘From which’, ‘in which’ and ‘into which’ found in the text points 
out that the fact of origination and others are attributed to that which 
is already well known. 

This is very well known from the statement of Chandogya that 
declares - "In the beginning there was only the existent principle 
one and non-second and it willed to become many." This statement 
expounds that Brahman is the material cause as well as the 
instrumental cause of this universe. So the statement of Taittiriya 
may be taken as Upalaksha. 

These facts of becoming the cause of origination etc of the 
world are also attributes qualifying the one and non-second Reality. 
It is possible for many non-contradictory attributes to quality the 
same entity. The example of the cow with broken horns, full horns 
etc is not appropriate because they are mutually contradictory and 
signify different entities. 

The declaration of the scriptures that Brahman is Sathyam, 
Jnanam Anatham shows the exclusive nature of Brahman which is 
the cause of this universe. There the word satyam or Truth describes 
that Brahman - has absolutely non - conditioned existence and 
distinguishes Brahman from the non - sentient Prakriti and sentient 
Jeevatman who is implicated in matter. These two have no 
unconditional existence. The word Jnanam or knowledge describes 
that the knowledge of Brahman is never subjected to contraction or 
sankocha. So, Brahman is distinct from the muktathmans or released 
souls whose Dharmabuthajnana was once contracted. The term 
Anantha or infinite describes that Brahman is free from all the 
limitations of place, time and particular .substantial nature. This 
qualification of Ananthatva differentiates Brahman from the Nityas. 
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This statement defines that Brahman is different and distinct from 
ever other entity. So, there is no mutual dependence between these 
two passages namely ^ and 

Under these Sutras, Ramanuja declares that this sutra as well 
as the earlier one become untenable, in case of those philosophers 
that maintain that Brahman is without any attribute whatsoever. 

The view point of such philosophers is not according to the 
spirit of the Sutras. The Sutras declare that Brahman is of supreme 
greatness (Bhrhatva) and this etymology is not allowing the view 
point of undifferentiated Brahman. The same remark holds good 
with regard to the following Sutras that are explaining the fact of 
creation, willing etc. These do not support the view point of the 
Advaitin. You cannot even argue that ‘Brahman is that from which 
the illusion of the creation of universe and others emanate” 'because 
according to your view nescience is the root -cause of illusion and 
brahman is a witness to it. Even when you say that brahman is 
sakshi or witness, the fact of difference does come in' because the 
essence of witnessing conciousness is pure light or intelligence 
and is different from what that witnesses. Therefore, the view of 
the advaitin is not tenable according to the sutras. 

Brahman can be known only from the scriptures because 

scripture is the source of the knowledge of Brahman. 

This Adhikarana establishes that Brahman can be known only 
from the scriptures and not from any other source. The logician 
raises the prima facie view that the cause of this universe can be 
known from inference. He says that the scripture is not an authority 
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to establish Brahman. If Brahman were not possible of being known 
from any other means you could state the scripture as a pramana. 
But it is not so. Brahman can be known from inference. 

It may be objected like this. What is that Pramana then? It is 
not anyhow perception, either caused by the indriyas or caused by 
yoga. The external indriyas can reveal an object only when there 
is contact with the objects. This is not Possible of the cau.se of the 
universe. Nor can perception caused by yoga reveal Brahman 
because such perception is limited to only the remembrance of 
previously experienced objects, nor can inference cause such 
knowledge becau.se in respect of super sensuous objects it is not 
possible to ascertain any relation.ship. Nor do we find any inferential 
mark from which it could be inferred. 

The objector refutes this and argues that it can be proved by 
inference. 

It cannot be established that the universe is not an effect. 
Whatever is an effect must have a cause and that cause is a unique 
one namely Brahman. 

Inference: 

1. The earth, mountains and others are effects because they are 
having parts just like a pot. 

2. The world under dispute is an effect because it has got 
proportion and motion ju.st like ajar. 

From the fact that this has a cause, we can understand that the 
person who has created it has the necessary ability and knowledge. 
So, when it is established that the bodies, the world and others are 
all effects, a person who is endowed with the ability to create them 
and the ability to know all of them is certainly proved by inference . 
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We ace seeing that the different beings are experiencing joy 
and sorrow. Though on account of their dharma and adharma we 
have to admit that, those non - sentient dharamas and adhaimas 
cannot yield the result by themselves if not directed by a capable 
sentient person. 

Though there are instruments like the axe and others they cannot 
by themselves shape any object in the absence of a carpenter. It is 
not tenable to argue that the universe is created without a sentient 
cause as in the case of a seed that sprouts without being pushed 
over by a sentient being, because the experience of sukha and dukha 
will not be there in that case. For sukha and dukha there must be a 
presiding principle. 

It cannot be even argued that the jivas themselves are capable 
of creation of this universe because it is well established that the 
jivas are incapable of seeing subtle things that are far off. It is not 
proper to say that Eshwara also is incapable like jiva. 

So, on account of the fact that every effect must have a 
competent cause for it, it is inferred that Eshwara is the cause of 
this universe and it is also inferred along with this that such an 
Eshwara is endowed with the necessary knowledge and ability. 

It cannot be argued that one without a body cannot be the cause 
of the.universe, becau.se what is required here is will to create and 
that will is on account of mind. We agree that Eshwara also has 
that mind. The mind is eternal and it persists even when the body 
is destroyed. 

Therefore it can be concluded that;- 

1. Brahman can be known from other pramanas like inference 

and so it need not be relied on scriptures alone. 
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2. We are seeing that the material cause and the instrumental cause 
are quite different in this world. The potter and mud are distinct 
and different. So it is not possible to argue that Brahman is 
both the material cause and the instrumental cause. 

Siddhanta or conclusion 

f 

Rmanuja refutes this view as follows:- 

Against the above arguments we state that Brahman cannot be 

established by such inference. Brahman can be known from the 

Sastras only. 

1. Though all this universe is an effect and has parts there is no 
Pramana or proof to establish that all these were created by 
one and the same person. All these objects are not having the 
nature of an effect just like a pot. In which circumstance only 
one creator might have been possible. The effects are very 
many in nature and there is differentiation in time and doership. 

2. You cannot even argue thatjust because the individual souls 
are incapable of creating the universe and therefore there must 
be only one creator. Because, it is seen that some Kshetrajnas 
or Jivatmans have wondrous powers on account of their 
extraordinary merit and so it would not be reasonable to 
imagine some creator different form such a Kshetrajna. 

3. It is impossible to establish on grounds of inference that all 
objects were created at the same time because it is not seen 
so. Creation and destruction are seen at different times. It is 
fallacious to argue that all these are created by one man at one 
time because there will be a contradiction to inference and 
scriptures. 
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4. We can counter argue that the Kshatrajna himself is the creator 
of the universe. See the following syllogisms. 

(a) The body, the world and others are having the kshetrajna as 
their cause because they are effects like ajar. 

(b) The Eshwara is not a creator because he has no purpose to 
gain just like the liberated self. 

(c) The Eswara is not a creator because he has no body just like 
the liberated soul. 

5. Moreover, we ask you whether Eshwara creates this universe 
having a body or without having a body. He cannot do without 
a body because we have never seen anywhere doership in 
respect of one without a body. Even mental action happens 
only to one who has a body. You cannot say that Eshwara 
creates the universe having a body, because we ask whether 
that body is eternal or non-eternal. You cannot say that it is 
eternal because the universe also becomes eternal or their will 
be no proof for Eshwara. Nor can you say that the body is 
non-eternal because there cannot be anything which will be 
the cause of that non-eternal body. You cannot say that the 
Asharira is the cause of that Sharira. Is that Eswara always 
functioning or non-functioning ? As he has no body according 
to your doctrine he cannot function at all, just like the 
muktatman. If you say that the universe is created by a doer 
who has only the function of willing, then you will be stating 
something which is unknown anywhere. 

As it is impossible therefore to establish Eshwara by inference 
in accordance with our experience here, the Sastra alone is the* 
authority for knowing Brahman who is the Lord of all and the most 
Supreme Self. The Sastra is different and distinct from all other 
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Pramanas and it exix>unds that Brahman is qualified by omniscience, 
true will and omnipresence and that He is a home of all auspicious 
qualities. So, this kind of Brahman is not possible of being known 
from any other Pramana. The Sastra propounds that Brahman is 
both the instrumental cause and the material cause of this universe 
and this is explained in a non-contradictory manner further by the 
Sutrakara. So, as Brahman is not the object of any other Pramana it 
is established that It is known only from the Sastras and so the 
statements such as ^ ^ ^MiIh are quite valid in 

establishing Brahman. 

F ourth Adhikarana 

1-1-4) 

But that authoritativeness of scripture regarding Brahman exists 
on account of the connection of scripture with the supreme object 
of man. 

The fourth section of the Vedanta Sutras known as 
Samanvayadhikarana declares that the upanishads are authoritative 
in expounding Brahman because Brahman is the supreme object of 
life. Sastra has this fact of according the supreme benefit for man 
and it is therefore authoritative in signifying Brahman. The objectors 
to this view are many and their view points are examined and refuted 
by Ramanuja in Sri Bhashyam. 

I The Mimamsaka raises his objection that the Upanishads do 
not propound the knowledge of Brahman because Scripture 
would be meaningless or devoid of all purpose unless it is 
related to an activity or pravrithi or Nivrithi or cessation of 
activity. In the world we are not coming among any statement 
devoid of a practical purpose. Some examples may be given - 
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‘Let one who wants wealth go to the Prince’ ‘Let one who has 
weak digestion not drink more water’ ‘Let him who is desirous 
of Svarga perform sacrifice’. Even in statements like ‘a son is 
bom to you’ and so on, there is the same result. Either there 
will be joy or termination of fear. Knowledge is purposeful 
only when it is related to activity or cessation of activity. That 
does not happen to the Upanishadic statement and therefore it 
is concluded that the Upanishads do not convey knowledge of 
Brahman which is already an accomplished entity. 

n To this objection the Nishprapancheekarana Niyoga Vadin 
gives his rejoinder. This thinker says that the Upanishads aim 
at something to be done. Brahman is to be freed from the 
connection with the world which is here owing to beginningless 
ignorance. The pure knowledge is appearing in the form of 
the seer and the seen world, and the Upanishads teach that 
process of dissolution of the world, setting at naught appearance 
of the objects and the subjects. The text says - ‘one should not 
see the seer of the seeing. One should not think the thinker of 
Thinking’. Therefore though Brahman is free from the 
differences of the agents and the objects ^ it is to be 
accomplished as such by separating the world from it. So 
Upanishads are authoritative in conveying Brahman. 

in Now the Mimamsaka intervenes. He says: 

This view is not well founded because an injunction or Niyoga 
should be able to assign 

1. The person to whom it is addressed 

2. The object of injunction 

3. The means to carry it out 
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4. The mode of procedure and 

5. The person who is carrying out the injunction. 

You cannot say that Brahman itself is the object of injunction. 
Brahman is something p)ermanent and it is not something that can be 
realized and it is not denoted by a verbal form. 

What is it that is meant to be realized? Is it Brahman or the 
cessation of the apparent world? 

It is not Brahman because it is already realised. You may say 
that the object of injunction is the dissolution of the world but we 
argue that cannot be so. That dissolution of the world is the phala 
and it is not the object of injunction. Dissolution of the world is 
verily moksha. 

We ask you this - Is the world that is to be dissolved unreal or 
real? If you say it is unreal, we answer that it is put an end to by 
knowledge alone and Niyoga or injunction becomes needless. If 
you say that knowledge is arising out of Niyoga or injunction and 
so Niyoga is necessary, we replay that knowledge springs of itself 
from the texts and there is no need of any injunction. 

Thus, the mimamsaka refutes the view point of The 
Nishprapanchikarana Niyogavadin. 

IV The Dhyana Niyoga Vadin now advances his argument. Vedanta 
text may not be authoritative as they refer to a Siddhavastu but 
yet they refer to Brahman which is to be established by means 
of passages that enjoin meditation as something to be done. 
The Upanishads enjoin as follows - “the self is to be seen , is 
to be heard, is to be reflected upon”(Br.up.2-4-5), “ the atman 
is to be searched ouf YCh.up.8-7-1), “let a man meditate upon 
Him as the self’(Br.up. 1-4-7). This injunction has meditation 
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for its object and meditation is defined by its own object. So 
the characteristics of that self are to be known for meditating 
upon. Texts like Satvam Jnanam. Anantham . the one non- 
second . Tat Satvam Sa Atma - (that is the true, that is self) 
teach that there is one reality namely Brahman and that 
everything else is false. It is concluded that the idea of plurality 
arises through beginningless avidya. It is decided that Abheda 
or non - difference is the Ultimate Truth. Herein comes the 
use of meditation on Brahman through the injunction. Through 
meditation on Brahman a person attains Final release and he 
becomes one with Brahman. Mere knowledge of the text will 
not result in Brahmabhava. Such a thing is not observed 
anywhere. The injunction by the scripture of Sravana, Manana 
and Nidhidhyasana is purposeful and therefore the Vedantas 
or Upanishads are having this phala or prayojana of the action 
of Dhyana or meditation. 

V This view is refuted by the Advaitin. His view point is as 
follows : 

It is seen that when a person mistakes a rope for a serpent and 
is afraid of it, that fear is verily terminated when he is informed 
that it is only a rope and not a snake. Similarly bondage is of an 
unreal nature and that can be terminated by the knowledge generated 
from the statements of the Sruti. It is not terminated by Niyoga, 
because in that case Moksha will become non - eternal. So long as 
one is associated with the body there will not be this cessation of 
joy and sorrow. Dhyananiyogavada does not lead to a state of 
having no body. The Upanishad statement declares in one voice 
that the wise man who knows the self as bodyless, all pervading 
and persisting does not grieve. 

The Atman is without breath, without internal organs, pure 
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and without contact. So moksha cannot be attained by Dhyananiyoga. 
More over, there is no origination of attainment or modification or 
refinement in respect of moksha. Moksha is the very nature of 
Brahman, it is ever eternal, it is ever attained, it is not even in need 
of some perfection, it is ever pure. The actions affecting the body 
do not taint the atman. Atman is a witness of ahankara. Such views 
as Dhyananiyogavada and others are not helpful. 

You may ask what the Vakyartha Jnana is going to do. We reply 
that the knowledge of the texts removes the obstacles in the way of 
moksha. That is all. The Prasnopanished says ‘ you carry us from 
our ignorance to the other shore’, so the understanding of the meaning 
of the text effects the cessation of impediments. ‘A knower of 
Brahman becomes Brahman’. Having known him he goes beyond 
death. Such scriptural statements declare that moksha follows 
immediately. Vakyartha Jnana does not give room for Dhyananiyoga 
and others. 

Then what does the sastra teach, you may ask. The goal of the 
Sastra is to destroy the differences that are imagined by ignorance. 
The scripture does not say that Brahman is an object of knowledge. 
It puts an end to the differences caused by ignorance of knowers, 
actions of knowledge and objects of knowledge. You may ask 
whether sravana and others become futile in this way. We say not 
so, because they will cause the origination of Vakyrthajnana and 
are thus helpful. You cannot even say that there will not be 
destruction of bondage through knowledge because bondage is unreal 
and it cannot persist after the rise of knowledge. The destruction 
of bondage therefore takes place even before the destruction of the 
body. Is there anything required more than the recognition of the 
rope for the termination of the fear of the imagined snake? If the 
body were real then its destruction will become necessary, but it is 
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not SO. Everything other than Brahman is unreal. It may be declared 
conversely that for one to whom bondage is not terminated 
knowledge has not happened. Therefore it is not correct to say that 
moksha becomes possible of dhyananiyoga. But only knowledge, 
of texts like ‘That Thou art’, ‘This atman is Brahman’ brings about 
moksha. 

VI The reply of Dhyana Niyoga Vadin to the above argument of 

advaitin is as follows:- 

This view of yours is not tenable because by mere Vakyartha 
Jnana, it is unreasonable to state, that bondage terminates. Even if 
bondage were something unreal that could be sublatedby knowledge, 
yet bondage here is direct and immediate and it cannot be sublated 
by the indirect comprehension of the mahavakyas. 

How does the statement “this is not serpent but a rope” dispel 
fear? That will lead him to an activity aiming at a direct perception 
of what is before him really. He makes an attempt to ascertain by 
his perception the true nature of the thing and having gained this he 
is freed form fear. You cannot argue that the very statement of the 
person produces this perceptional knowledge because sabda is not 
a sense organ. The sense organ only can give rise to direct 
knowledge. It cannot be argued that the statement is going to cause 
direct knowledge in respect of a person who has purified himself 
of all imperfections through Nishkamakaima and who has withdrawn 
himself from all objects by sravana, manana etc. because even in 
the case of a person of that kind who has purified himself the sense 
organs never operate outside their sphere. 

As direct knowledge cannot spring from the statements of the 
scriptures, Avidya will not be terminated by Vakyartha Jnana and 
Jeevanmukti is also discarded. You cannot possibly define what is 
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Jeevanmukti. Therefore it is only through Dyana Niyoga that one 
gets direct knowledge of Brahman and becomes freed from bondage. 


Vn The holder of the view called Bhedabheda now puts forth his 
argument. 

Everything in this universe shall be admitted as they are 
experienced, as they are cognised. All things are different and non 
- different at the same time. They are non - different in their causal 
aspect or generic aspect but different when they are viewed as 
effects and individuals. There is no contradiction in respect of the 
cause and the effect or the genus and the species as we find in the 
case of shade and light. The same object appears in two forms. 
We say “this Jar is clay”. No object in this world appears only 
with one aspect. There is no contradiction and therefore no 
vastuvirodha as we find in the case of fire and grass. The same 
thing which exists clay, gold, cow, horse etc. exist at the same time 
as jar, crown, short homed cow or mare. There is no rule that they 
should belong to only one aspect. If you argue that things are 
perceived as having one aspect we reply things have two fold 
aspects because it is thus they are perceived. 

There is no perception of these two elements in separation. It 
is not possible for one to point out that this is the persisting general 
element in the thing and this is the non - persisting individual element. 
Each thing is cognised as endowed with a two - fold aspect. The 
theory that propounds absolute difference between the cause and 
the effect, the generic character and the individual is refuted by 
perception. 

It may be objected thus - we have to infer from statements like 
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“I am a man”, I am a divine being”. That the self and the body are 
also having This Bhedabheda relation. 

ANSWER 

This objection is not tenable because that knowledge which is 
not contradicted anywhere is going to determine the nature of things. 
The imagination (or atmabhimana) of the identity of the self and the 
body is contradicted by all means of proof Just like the idea of the 
snake in the rope and therefore it will not result in non - difference 
of body and the atman. But statements like “the cow is short homed" 
is never observed to be refuted anywhere. 

Therefore the individual soul is not absolutely different from 
Brahman. He is an amsa of Brahman. Therefore, there is non - 
difference of Brahman in his Svabhava or essential nature. The 
difference is due to the limiting adjuncts. This we know from a 
number of scriptural statements such as, ‘That Thou art’, ‘This self 
is Brahman’, etc. 

If it is asked how there could be oneness when the scripture 
states “ He gains all his desires along with Brahman” and when 
other such statements declare difference between Brahman and 
Jeevatman, we say it is not so. Does not the same Sruti deny any 
type of difference between Jeevatman and paramatman? Plurality 
in the self is negated by the Sruti. “There is no seer other than 
Him”. The difference between one individual soul and another 
individual soul and Paramatman is on account of the limiting 
adjuncts. So non - difference alone is their nature, difference is 
due to the limiting adjuncts. There is no other Upadhi to account 
for their distinction. The Upadhis are at the same time essentially 
non - distinct and essentially distinct from each other and Brahman. 
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The upadhis are produced according to the Karma of individual 
souls. 

Vin Dhyana Niyoga Vadin refutes the Bhedaabhedha view. Thus - 

The Upanishads enjoin meditation on a non - dual Brahman 
which is sat - chit - Ananda. So it is understood that non - difference 
alone is the truth. The view of Bhedaabhedha is contradictory and 
the view of difference may be accounted for as resting on anadi - 
avidya. Your argument that it is not contradictory because they are 
proved by our understanding is not correct. What is the concept of 
Bheda? And what is the concept of abheda? It one thing has diiferent 
characteristics from another there is distinction of the two. The 
contrary condition constitutes Abheda. If you say that Jati and \^akti 
are the same then you cannot argue that there is difference between 
them in form. We have therefore here two elements. One as related 
to the Prakara or the attribute and another as related to the Praketfi 
or the individual. So here the knowledge is not of non - difference. 
On account of the same reason Brahman cannot be said to be different 
from and one with the Jeevatman. We find the view of non - 
difference in the scripture and on the basis of this we assume the 
view of difference due to beginningless nescience. 

According to your view you admit nothing but Brahman and 
its limiting adjunct and so all the imperfections that ensue on account 
of contact with adjuncts must really belong to Brahman. Brahman 
has no parts, it is indivisible, so the upadhis cannot connect 
themselves dividing Brahman so as to contact only in a part. So 
they necessarily cannot only in a part. So they necessarily connect 
themselves with Brahman and produce all the devects. Your view 
is totally non - defensible. We have to admit therefore that the 
Upanishad statements are having pramanya with regard to the nature 
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of Brahman, subserving the purposes of injunctions of meditation 
upon Brahman. 

DC The mimamsaka refutes the view point of Dhuana Niyoga vadin 
as follows:- 

Even this view is not correct. Even if we admit that the Vedanta 
texts are serving the purpose of injunction, they cannot be taken as 
valid mans of knowledge with regard to Brahman. It is to be 
examined whether the statements describing the nature of Brahman 
form a syntactic whole with the dhyana vidhi vakyas or whether 
such statements describing Brahman are independent. If you say 
that they form Ekavakyata then we reply that they simply enjoin 
meditation and do not have the purpose of proving Brahman. If you 
say that the statements describing Brahman are not having syntactical 
connection or Ekavakyata and they are separate independent 
sentences then they cannot have the purpose of promoting action 
and therefore have no power of signification. 

You may argue like this - “Meditation is a kind of continued 
remembrance and therefore it is to be defined by the object to be 
remembered and this is satisfied by statements tike “All this is the 
self, Satyam, Jnanam, Anantham, Brahma” and others that describe 
the nature and attributes of Brahman and they form Ekavakyata with 
V^dhivakya. 

But you cannot say even like this, because the injunction of 
meditation requires an object to be remembered. That we admit. 
But that may be fulfilled even by something unreal. For example, 
there is the statement “Let him meditate upon mind as Brahman”. 
Therefore the real existence of the object is not demanded. 
Therefore, the Vedanta texts do not prompt action or cessation of 
action and so they are not useful. Even when admitted that they are 
supplementary to Dhyana Vidhi or injunction of meditation. They 
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only set forth the nature of the object of meditation. Even if they 
are not taken as independent statements they are similar to tales 
with which we console children or sick persons. So, the Upanishadic 
statements do not establish the reality of a Siddhavastu and therefore 
the scripture is not a valid means for cognition of Brahman. 

Now the Sutrakara refutes this view in this Sutra “Tattu 
Samanvayat”. 

The word ‘ Samanvaya’ or connection means “connection with 
the ultimate end of man”. The Sutrakara states that the Sastra is a 
pramana for Brahman because Brahman is the highest goal of man 
and is connected with the texts as the topic set forth by them. So, 
scripture is a valid means for cognition of Brahman. 

It is not proper to say that just because the Vedanta does not 
aim at action or the cessation of action (having no pravruthi and 
nivruthi), it is not a valid means to signify or to congnise Brahman. 
The scripture is signifying Brahman which is consisting of supreme 
bliss free from any blemish what so ever. 

Those texts which teach that there exists a highest Brahman 
and that liberated souls commune with it and derive the same 
measure of supreme bliss are fully useful to people. But the texts 
that are related to or are not useful like this, until 

one gets the knowledge of the supreme end of life. 

The texts prescribe meditation upon Brahman, as the means of 
attaining Brahman and such texts are valid means of causing such 
attainment. Thus, there is this kind of relationship between texts 
that expound the nature of Brahman and those enjoining meditation. 
It is like the case of a man who is informed - “there is a treasure 
hidden in your house”. He learns through this sentence the existence 
of the treasure and then takes steps to find it and make it his own. 
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Ramanuja gives the illustration of the Rajakumaranyaya. A 
young prince leaves his father’s palace and losses his way, intent 
on play. The boy was brought up by some hunter and was under 
the impression that he was of that breed and some compassionate 
Brahmin who knew his birth tells him “your father is a ruler endowed 
with noble qualities and he longs to see you, his lost child”. Hearing 
that his father is alive and is a man of very noble and high qualities 
the boy’s heart is filled with supreme joy. He then yearns to attain 
his father. The father also takes steps to recover his son and finally 
the two are reunited. 

The scriptures describe in the same way the nature of Brahman 
and the nature of the individual self subservient to It and the ultimate 
aim of life. Therefore the scripture is a valid means for knowing 
Brahman. 

The example given that the Purushartha is gained by knowledge 
itself and it may relate even to an unreal object, is not tenable. 
When it is decided that a thing has no real existence the mere 
knowledge or the idea of the thing does not serve any purpose. 
Sick people and children derive pleasure due to the fact that they 
erroneously believe them to be true. If they were to know that 
those things are untrue their pleasure comes to an end. And the 
same thing is true of the Upanishadic statements. 

It may be concluded that the Upanishadic statements that 
describe Brahman as the cause of the origination and others 
(sustenance and destruction) of this universe signify the 
supreme Brahman which is a home of all auspicious qualities 
bereft of any imperfection whatsoever and which is of the form 
of Supreme Bliss and which is the Supreme object of attainment 
for man. 
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Conclusion 


These four sutras are meant for establishing the study of 
vedantasastra. It is poii^ed out by Sri Sudarsana Suri that these 
four sutras are not favourable to the school of Advaita. The 
necessary factors of Vishaya, Prayojana and others are incompatible 
in their case. What is the subject matter for them ? Is it Brahman ? 
or the unreality of difference ? or oneness of Jiva and Brahman ? 

It is not Brahman because Brahman is according to them not 
knowable. It cannot be said that the theme of the sastra is the unreality 
of difference because is proved through and others 

by them. It cannot either be said that oneness of Brahman and Jiva 
is the subject matter of the sastra because the fact of Vedyatva will 
ensue for Brahman. 


What is the or fruit of the sastra ? It is declared that^iW 

or liberation from samsara is the ultimate prayojana. This is 
achieved through knowledge that terminates bondage. Mere 
knowledge of the meaning of the scriptural statements will not 
terminate bondage. 


Moreover, what is ( 
that aspires to listen to the sastra ? Is he mere consciousness ? Or a 
knower ? mere consciousness cannot hear. If he is a knower he 
would never resort to sravana as it would lead to his destruction 
itself. Thus the first sutra is not favourable to Advaita. 


The second sutra gives a definition of Brahman. How can there 
be a definition for an inderminate entity ? When Brahman is defined 
as the cause of the universe how can the universe be negated? 
The third sutra also is not compatible with the school of Advaita 



If undifferentiated consciousness itself is the ultimate Reality, 
of what use will be omniscience and others that are derived from 
and others ? It will not be right to say that the meaning of 
this sutra is^TR^SI^TFRic?, because it is not admitted that Brahman 
is an object of knowledge. 

The fourth sutra also is not favourable to the school of Advaita. 
That bondage is terminated by the comprehension of the meaning of 
the scriptural statement is opposed to shastra and perception. 
Therefore it cannot be said that vedanta vakyas are purposeful as 
they generate comprehension of the meaning of the statements, that 
terminates illusion. 

To whom does this termination of illusion happen ? 

Is it for consciousness ? Or for the sentient knower ? It is 
never for mere consciousness. How cr n the chetana be an for 
illusion ? Anyway it cannot be said that the termination of itself 
is the pumshartha. 

These four sutras are thus affirming the difference between the 
jivatman and paramatman and are declaring that the jiva should 
make an enquiry into Brahman for getting rid of all ills of samsara. 
The essential nature of Brahman is defined in the second sutra and 
in the third sutra it is established that Brahman can be known only 
through the sastra. The fourth sutra affirms that leads to 

the attainment of the ultimate object of life namely. Brahman. 



